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Abstract
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This project researches the transformation of the Dutch culture of dwelling since 1800. The main 

transformations found in this research are the growing importance of hygiene and efficiency, a trend 

from generic to specific and back to generic spaces, and a transformation of representation and privacy. 

These conclusions on the transformation are drawn with a case-study research consisting of six 

houses. The transformation of the form of these houses is used to draw conclusions on the how the 

use of the house has changed. In stead of analysing the entire house, this research focusses on three 

elements in each case: the kitchen, the core, and the window. The core is defined as the most important 

area of activity in the dwelling. This trio of elements both epitomises the house and makes it possible 

to draw conclusions on the three areas of the culture of dwelling that have probably seen the most 

changes: mechanisation, comfort, and privacy. The three elements are illustrated and analysed to find 

how they have transformed. From this transformation in form, a transformation of the use of these 

objects is derived. It is these changes in use that give insight into the development of the entire culture 

of dwelling, because the culture of dwelling is the use of the house and its objects. The conclusions 

found in the case study are substantiated with analyses drawings illustrating the transformations of the 

objects and artwork showing the changes of use.

The conclusions are divided into three chapters which show the main changes in the culture of 

dwelling found with this research. The first argues how the hygiene and efficiency of the dwelling 

have become important factors of our comfort. Around halfway the nineteenth century, hygiene and 

efficiency started to gain importance and gradually infiltrated the household. It has resulted in our 

contemporary dwellings being primarily designed to streamline our day-to-day life.

The second set of conclusions is grouped under the chapter ‘Towards Generic Spaces’. On the one 

hand, this chapter shows how the spaces in our dwellings became more specialised in the first half of 

the twentieth century. On the other hand, it shows a transformation towards more generic spaces in the 

latter half of the twentieth century. The last transformation predominantly happens in the houses for the 

wealthier citizens. The trend towards generic spaces, results in dwellings with several equally habitable 

spaces in which our activities can take place wherever we want.

The third and last set of conclusions discusses privacy and representation. It argues that, compared 

to the nineteenth century, the connection with the street has been reduced to solely its visual facet. This 

visual connection itself has transformed into a one-way relationship with the inhabitants becoming 

observers of the street while keeping their living space hidden. The amount of privacy, especially for the 

lower-income segment of society, has significantly increased. However, the core of the dwelling and the 

representation of the inhabitant have gradually moved from the inside of the dwelling towards the edge 

of the room, towards the street. 
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In the spring of 2012 I moved to a new house. It was a small place in centre of Utrecht which I shared with 

a friend. Upon moving in, my friend mockingly asked: “Well mister ‘architect’, what brilliant arrangement 

of furniture are you going to come up with?” I accepted the challenge. However, despite my effort to think up 

something original, there was only one way to organise this living room, and it was not original at all. The 

television next to the window, a couch on the opposite of it so the line of sight to the television was parallel to the 

window, a small low table in front of the couch not blocking the view to the television, and a dining table against 

the wall. The arrangement was obvious and there was no discussion between my roommate and me. This was 

not only the case for the living room, each of the rooms in the house had an obvious arrangement. Moreover, the 

programmatic function of each room was self-evident. This room is the living room, these are bedrooms, and this 

is the kitchen. The way the rooms were going to be used and how the furniture was arranged in them was not a 

matter of choice in this case, it was a given. The only real question was: who got the bigger bedroom.

Did the designer the house have a certain use of the house in mind when designing it? Given the dominant 

character of the house he better had. However, the house was designed and built in the ’50s. The way we used 

our house in that time was quite different and the changes could hardly be foreseen. Did the architect realise the 

desktop would be cramped up into a fifteen inch folding device which can be used everywhere in the house? During 

his thoughts on the organisation of the room I bet he did not think of HR++ glass (installed during the renovation) 

enabling me to sit comfortable next to a window without burdened by cold radiation. Architects in this day and 

age probably do design dwellings with these new developments in mind. Therefore, the designs are probably quite 

different. But the dwellings designed today probably do not account for the changes in the future. However, in the 

case of my own house, a great part of the design is still viable today. Hence I could still comfortably live in that 

house. Despite the changes in the use of the house, it could provide my needs to a great extend. So which parts of 

its use have changed in time? And how do these changes relate to the transformation of the form of the house? 

The goal of this research project is to show how the culture of dwelling in The Netherlands has 

changed in the past 200 years. The culture of dwelling is the use of the house. It is the interaction 

between the dweller (user) and the dwelling (object). Developments on the user side influence the 

object, and developments on the object side influence the user. In this research project, this relationship 

between the form of an object and its user, and the development of this relationship, is analysed to 

draw conclusions about the way the culture of dwelling has developed and transformed. In an attempt 

to gain new insights into the transformation of the use of the house, this research project takes the 

transformation of the object, the house, as starting point. 

However, instead of analysing the entire house, this project shall focus on three key elements, 

namely: the window, the core,1 and the kitchen. These three elements exemplify the entire house. The 

choice of elements also makes it possible to discuss most of the important changes in housing culture in 

The Netherlands: privacy, comfort, and mechanisation. 

The development of these three objects is researched with a case study consisting of six houses. All 

six houses are situated in The Netherlands and designed by Dutch architects. The first was built in 1835 

and the last in 2004. The transformation of each of the three elements in this time period is described 

1 The core of the dwelling is defined as the main living area in the house. The area where most of the activity takes place. A 

clearer definition of it is provided in the section “The Window, the Core, and the Kitchen”.
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and then used to draw conclusions on the transformation of the culture of dwelling. An important 

note must be made in regard to the validity of these conclusions. Whether the transformations in the 

culture of dwelling found in this research can be generalised for all housing in The Netherlands is 

doubtful because of the small sample size. Six and half million houses were built in the past century 

alone of which only three have been chosen.2 In an attempt to make the conclusions more valid, they are 

supported by artwork of the time showing the use of the house and several pieces of literature on the 

subject of housing culture.

In addition, there is another important point to keep in mind: “The different forms taken by 

dwellings are a complex phenomenon for which no single explanation will suffice.”3 Therefore, the 

conclusions drawn in this research are but a small part of the explanation on how and why our culture 

of dwelling has transformed. Most of the transformations likely did not only have one or two causes, 

but took place due to the convergence of a multitude of changes happening at the same time at the same 

place. This research project can only aim to show a couple of the causes for the transformations of the 

house within this broad range of social-cultural factors.

A RECIPROCAL RELATIONSHIP

How can the development of three objects tell us something about the transformation of the culture 

of dwelling? All buildings, and the objects within them, are designed to be used in one way or another. 

These uses can range from providing shelter from the cold to representing the inhabitant to the outside 

world. “A work of architecture is called into being to serve the cause of innumerable and unpredictable 

patterns of operation in day-to-day life.”4 These buildings were designed to fulfil the numerous needs of 

the inhabitants. Moreover, if these needs are not fulfilled, the inhabitant will probably alter the dwelling 

themselves. Furniture, curtains or anything else is placed to make the house function the way the 

inhabitant wants it to function. The form of the house, and the objects in it, are thus made to make all 

the required uses possible. A change of use, or a new use, of the object will probably result in a change 

of the form of the object in the next design.

However, the relation between the form of the object is not a one-way street. It is a reciprocal 

relationship. We do not only form the objects to our use, the form of the object also influences the way 

we use it. A windowsill somehow lures us to put trumpery on it. But the hosting of small plants and 

figurines might not have been the intention of the design of the windowsill. The window sill gets this 

function due to its form and placement. The size of the surface is just big enough to place plants and 

figurines but also to small to use as a desk or table. A transformation of the objects form will thus also 

alter its use. 

According to Charles Moore, “Simple objects as stairs (…) shape actions in obvious ways, and 

they imbue the house with the motions and gestures that have special meanings for you. These things 

specifically limit how you move, with what pace, and how much effort; thus they show how you 

imagine yourself.” 5 Whether we like it or not, the form of architectural objects influences how we use 

2 De Vreeze, 2001.

3 Rapoport, 1969, p. 46

4 St. John Wilson, 1992

5 Moore, 1974, p. 173
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them. A lazy staircase dictates a pace to climb it. For Charles Moore this dictation of use by objects is 

reason to take good thought in how you want to use your house before designing it. In his book The 

Place of Houses, he includes a checklist with questions on how one wishes to use his or her house. Each 

question, or combination of questions, results in a design solution that complements the use. In other 

words, Moore claims that by filling in the questionnaire a person gets an indication of one’s culture of 

dwelling and can then design the objects in the house to match this desired culture of dwelling.

Martin Heidegger argues the same connection between culture of dwelling and the form of 

architecture in his essay ‘Building Dwelling Thinking’. He goes as far as defining ‘building’ as a craft 

‘sprung from dwelling’.6 One can only build a house if you know how to dwell. This is remarkably 

similar to the attitude of Charles Moore several years later. Heidegger takes the example of a 

Black Forest farmhouse in his essay. This house was built by the inhabitants to fulfil their needs, to 

complement their way of dwelling. Not only utilitarian examples, as a sloped roof to resist the forces of 

snow, are given, he also uses cultural parts of the life of the inhabitants. A chamber designed specifically 

for the Tautenboom, a coffin, for example. The house is thus formed not only by the physical context, 

but also the cultural context. The “house form is not simply the result of physical forces or any single 

casual factor, but is the consequence of a whole range of social cultural factors seen in their broadest 

terms.”7 

Therefore, the form of the house contains traces of the both the physical context and the cultural 

context of the time. The small chamber for a coffin is a clue to the way the house was used by its 

inhabitants. During the time the dwellers lived there, the house “drafted for the different generations 

under one roof the sense of their journey through time.”8 Adam Sharr rephrases this in his discussion of 

the work of Heidegger: “The configuration of a building reports physically the understanding involved 

in its construction and use. It offers tangible insights into the thoughts of its builders, should people 

choose to look for them.”9 Therefore, by analysing the form of the house, one can understand how it 

was used and draw conclusions on the culture of dwelling of the inhabitants of that time.

How are these ‘tangible insights’ then derived from these objects? Firstly, by relating the form of an 

object tow our own body. It can be assumed that we all have a basic understanding of how the human 

body is built up and how it works. We have certain dimensions, are able to bend on specific points, and 

have a limited amount of force we can apply in every direction. We can relate the form, placement, or 

any other aspect of an object to these limitations of our body and deduce the use of the object. If the 

object changes through time, the new form can be linked to the human body to hypothesise a change of 

use. 

Although the form of an object implies a certain behaviour in regard to our dimensions, it can still 

be used in a variety of different ways by different people in different times. For example: a window 

dictates which portion of the outside is visible, but whether it is common for the interior seating to 

6 Heidegger, 1954, [In Building, Dwelling, Thinking, p. 362]

7 Rapoport, 1969, p. 47

8 Heidegger, 1954, [In Building, Dwelling, Thinking, p. 362]

9 Sharr, 2007, p.9
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be placed next to the window or far away still results in a different view. Therefore, there is more to it 

than only our dimensions. Also a set of concepts, processes, and meanings of the time are important to 

deduce the use of an object. These ‘traditions’ are not static. They are “passed on from the past, lived 

in the present, and sustained in the future” and change in during this journey.10 In addition, these 

traditions are probably influenced by the objects they have to deal with. By regarding the physical form 

of the object in relation to our body and combining it with the concepts, processes, and meanings of the 

time, the use of the object can be derived and give insight in the culture of dwelling of the time. 

“In one sense it can be argued that there is no such thing as a ‘traditional building’, no 

larger field of ‘traditional architecture’. There are only buildings which embody traditions”.11

PRIVACY, COMFORT & MECHANISATION

The 200 years encompassed by this research project have seen rapid changes in both the building 

construction and behaviour. The second industrial revolution, the rise of modernism, two world wars, 

the post-war reconstruction after the second, and the start of an era of globalisation are a few of the 

major events that changed the way houses look and how we use them. The frugal housing built during 

the years after the second world war,12 or the way certain modernists saw the house as a machine,13 are 

examples of how an event or art movement influenced the way houses look and how they are used.

If we compare the way we lived in 1800 to the way we do right now, the biggest changes are 

probably found in the field of privacy, comfort, and mechanisation. We have now reached a point at 

which we do not have to leave our house for social contact or to get food, our entire living space is 

kept perfectly at an even temperature, and this is all made possible by an army of machines working 

together with us in our house. A phone to order your favourite pizza, and central heating to make sure 

we do not get cold feet whilst we are waiting for it to be delivered. 

“The search for comfort, privacy, and independence through the agency of architecture is quite 

recent, and even when these words first came into play and were used in relation to household affairs, 

their meanings were quite different from those we now understand.”14 In the past 200 years the levels 

of privacy and comfort have risen significantly and have become self-evident not only for the rich, but 

for most of the population of the Netherlands.15 This increase of comfort can partly be attributed to the 

infiltration of machines in the household since the second industrial revolution. From 1900 up until 

now “the machine not only intervened literally, it also played a beguiling role.”16 We are captivated by 

them and with good reason; they raise the standard of living. Due to the second industrial revolution 

machines have made themselves indispensable and have introduced words as ‘efficiency’, ‘effectivity’, 

10 Oliver, 2006, p. 349

11 Oliver, 2006, p. 349

12 De Vreeze, 2001, p. 125

13 Van Zeijl, 2005, p. 107 

14 Evans, 1978, p. 56

15 Montijn, 2001, p. 4

16 Van Zeijl, 2005, p. 107
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and ‘hygiene’ into the household.

Although the development of the three concepts privacy, comfort, and mechanisation, has changed 

the way the entire house is designed, the transformation is analysed with three different objects. This 

raises the question why these three elements were chosen. Firstly, to be able to draw conclusions on 

the transformation of the entire culture of dwelling, the three objects together must be a representative 

sample of the different type of objects in the dwelling. The transformation of the objects together 

should give a complete view on how the house has transformed. Therefore, this research project uses a 

statement made by Charles Moore in 1974 in his book ‘The Place of Houses’: 

“The empty stage of the room is fixed in space by boundaries; it is animated by light, 

organised by focus and then liberated by outlook.”17

 For him, these are the features that make up liveable rooms. For the chosen objects to represent the 

entire house, they should incorporate at least all these features. Therefore, the three chosen elements 

are: the kitchen, the core, and the window. The concept of boundaries and fixation in space is discussed 

with the space of the kitchen, the organisation of the interior is analysed in the transformation of the 

core of the dwelling as epitome of the space, and the window gives insight in the liberation by outlook 

and animation by light. These three chosen elements together thus epitomise the entire space of the 

dwelling. 

The second reason for the choice of objects is to be able to see the transformation of the three 

concepts that changed the most in the past 200 years: privacy, comfort, and mechanisation. The first, 

privacy, is analysed through the development of the window as it is our primary connection with 

the outside. It not only gives a way to look outward, but is also a tool to show yourself to the outside 

world. The second concept, comfort, is explored through the analysis of the organising element of the 

interior: the core of the dwelling. This the place in the house where most of the activities happen and 

therefore, is a good measure of comfort. The last concept, mechanisation, is researched by analysing 

the development of the kitchen. The kitchen as a machine. It has undergone major changes due to the 

industrial revolution in both use and form.18

However, the distinction of all these terms is put clearer than is the case in reality. Not only the core 

shows the organisation of the space, the window and the kitchen also show it. In addition, the shift 

from a closed to an open kitchen gives insight in the changes of privacy, and the transformation of the 

core shows mechanisation. All the elements, and their role in the use of the space, are cross linked with 

their relation to the concepts of privacy, comfort, and mechanisation. To make it more complicated 

the elements themselves also influence each other. Changes in the fireplace result in changes in the 

window, and changes in the kitchen influence the fireplace. It is all entwined. “The definition of spaces, 

the means and methods of construction, the forms and features of dwellings and the mores of living in 

families and communities, together constitute the lifeways and habitats of diverse cultures over time.”19 

17 Moore, 1974, p.82

18 Heynen, 2015

19 Oliver, 2006, p. 349
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However, in the pursuit of gaining new insights in the culture of dwelling, this research has chosen the 

transformations of three key thee elements as a starting point of this entwined subject.

THE WINDOW, THE CORE, AND THE KITCHEN

The window is the primary connection between the interior of the house and the outside world. 

Although each of the cases has at least two windows with each a different use and placement in the 

house, this research only regards one per case. To make the cases comparable, the chosen window is 

always the connection of the living space with the public space. Most often it is the window of the living 

room. The window in the living room is also one of the most used windows because the living room is 

the most used space most of the time. Therefore, this window is one of the most important windows in 

the house, now and 200 years ago. 

The second element is the core of the dwelling. The name is already used quite often in this 

introduction but what exactly is the ‘core’ of the dwelling? It is the same element that Charles Moore 

calls it the ‘focus’ of the room. He explains it as the ‘organising’ element of the interior.20 However, this 

research uses the term ‘core’ based on the definition given by Kevin Lynch in regard to cities: “(…) 

nodes may be simply concentrations, which gain their importance from being the condensation of some 

use or physical character, as a street-corner hangout or an enclosed square. Some of these concentration 

nodes are the focus and epitome of a district, over which their influence radiates and of which they 

stand a symbol. They may be called cores.”21 The advantage of this definition is that it the ability to 

differentiate different areas of use into ‘nodes’ and ‘cores’. Both play a role in the use of the space, but 

the core is the more dominant area. Projecting this definition on the dwelling, the nodes of the dwelling 

can be a table at the window or the dining table in the kitchen. These are spaces in the house which gain 

their importance from a certain use and form. Some of these nodes have such importance and influence 

on the entire dwelling that they can be seen as the ‘core’ of the dwelling. The fireplace was an example 

of such a core in the dwelling. The importance of sitting close to a heating device organised the space 

around it and made it the most important area of the dwelling. A space can have thus have multiple 

nodes but most often only has one core. Although this research will mainly analyse the core of the 

dwelling, other nodes in the space are also taken into account.

The last analysed element is the kitchen. This element has a quite straight forward definition in 

this research project: the space where food is prepared. In some cases, this is a separate space whilst 

in others the space is part of the living room. If the kitchen has no physical boundaries for itself, the 

kitchen is defined as the space needed to prepare the food and use the appliances to do so. 

For all elements, the interior elements also play a large role in the analyses of how the element has 

transformed. One can think about the stove in the kitchen for example. These furniture, trumpery, and 

appliances determine greatly determine the function of the elements. It is here that a minor problem 

arises. In the majority of the cases, it is not possible tot trace the exact interior of the house. Therefore, 

the interior has been re-imagined as accurately as possible based on archive material and the design of 

the space. 

20 Moore, 1974, p. 102

21 Lynch, 1960, p. 47-48 
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2. Six
Houses
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The development of the culture of dwelling in The Netherlands is researched in a case study 

consisting of six houses built in The Netherlands [Table 1]. All six houses are realised projects, built in 

the cities of Amsterdam, Rotterdam, Utrecht, and Delft. They were all designed by Dutch architects 

within in the period of 1835 up to 2003. No distinction in typology has been made because the culture 

of dwelling transcends the notion of typology. Trends in the culture of dwelling have influenced all 

types of dwellings, row housing, apartments, villas, and everything in between.1 Although some 

houses may change more or earlier than others, all housing is influenced by the changes in culture of 

dwelling. Moreover, by using different typologies, transformations can become even more evident. If 

the transformation of an object occurs in in different typologies, the development of an object can be 

accounted to a change in the culture of dwelling rather than the difference in typology. 

To try to depict the entire society, a balance has been found between housing for the upper and 

lower segments of society. Three of the cases were designed and built for the wealthier citizens and 

three for the lower-income class.2 Both segments are equally important in the development of the 

culture of dwelling and also influence each other. Developments in the housing for the wealthy are often 

handed down in time to the lower-income of society, for example. The cases are spread out through the 

200 years but also part of couple. The couple consists of one house of the upper segment and one house 

for the lower segment of society, designed no more than twenty-five years apart. [Fig. 1] 

The choice of the cases is constrained by two other factors. Firstly, it has to be a single family home. 

This rules out homes with a completely different way of living, such as dormitories. Secondly, the 

house should be placed in the city. Rural dwellings are not included because they are part of a slightly 

different culture of dwelling due to a different context. From the immense group of houses that still 

remain, this research has aimed to choose influential housing projects. For example, the houses built in 

the Van Beuningenstraat by Van der Pek were the first project in Amsterdam based on the housing act.3 

These historically important cases probably have a bigger chance of showing or influencing the changes 

1 De Vreeze, 2001, p. 113

2 This research often refers to segment of society as the ‘working class’ or ‘lower segment of society’ as well.

3 Brinks, 2009, p. 4

[TABLE 1] The six houses that are used in the case study.

Year Name Architect Location Type Segment

1835 Van Asch van Wijckskade 23 J.D. Zocher Utrecht Semi-detatched High Income

1854 Plancius Block P.J. Hamer Amsterdam Tenement Low Income

1909 Van Beuningenstraat J. van der Pek Amsterdam Tenement Low Income

1933 Huis Sonneveld L. van der Vlugt Rotterdam Villa High Income

1983 De Peperklip C. Weeber Rotterdam Maisonette Low Income

2004 Schuttersveld Geurst en Schulze Delft Semi-detatched High Income
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1835 Asch van Wijckskade
 J. Zocher

1933 Huis Sonneveld
 L. van der Vlugt

2003 Doelenterrein
 Geurst en Schultz

1909 Van Beuningenstraat
 J. van der Pek

1983 De Peperklip
 C. Weeber

1854 Planciusblok
 P. Hamer

1800

1900

1950

2000

1850

[FIGuRE 1] A timeline with the cases used in this research project. The houses on the left side were built for the higher income 

segment of society and the houses on the right side were built for the lower segment. 



19

in the culture of dwelling because they were frontrunners. In addition, the information about these cases 

is readily available. 

In each case, the window, the core, and the kitchen have their form and use described and analysed. 

Per case, the form of the object is then linked to the use of it to hypothesise why an object is designed in 

such a manner. The objects and their use are then compared to the other cases to create a picture of how 

both the element and the use of it have changed through time. Changes of the form of the object give 

reason to think about how the use is changed and visa versa. It gives the possibility to hypothesise the 

development of use based on the development of the object. These small transformations of the use of 

the objects then result in conclusions on the bigger picture of the culture of dwelling.

It is important to note that ‘use’ is not defined as solely the programmatic function of an object. 

Many possessions are not only utilitarian. Representation and symbolism are just as useful as the 

utilitarian purpose of the object. Take the salon for example, although it is a living space, it is only used 

to receive guests and to show off one’s possessions while the real living room is placed out of sight.

To reach conclusions, first, the three objects were visualised in a set of drawings. The drawings 

are based on original drawings, observations and archival material. Despite the original drawings of 

most of these projects being available in archives, some details had to be reimagined. In addition, the 

plan and elevation of each of the house were drawn to give context to the architectural objects and be 

able to relate the objects to each other and to the entire house. Moreover, comparison of the plans and 

elevations on their own can also give insights into the development of housing culture.

These drawings still lack one essential aspect: the human figures using the object. To find out how 

an object was used in a certain time, a collection of images of visual arts and citations of novels was 

made to describe the relationship between the people and the objects. This collection does not include 

historicising art. All the artwork is made during the time of the case and is a description of the time 

of the case. That these images show the use of the house is based on the assumption that “buildings 

accommodate what pictures illustrate and what words describe in the field of human relationships.”4 

The drawings and art gathered per case are analysed based on pre-set criteria to unravel the 

architectural implementation of the object and the use of it. [Table 2] For the use of the object the criteria 

are the same for all of the objects: activity, position, and posture. The first, the activities, are simply 

the different uses of the object found in the artworks. During which activities in daily life does the 

inhabitant use the object? Resulting in a straightforward description the use of the object. The second 

criterion is position. How does the user place him- or herself in relation to the object during this 

activity? Does the inhabitant use the object from a distance or is he or she in direct contact with it? The 

last criteria the body position of the user whilst interacting with the object. Is the inhabitant in a relaxed 

position or rather in an active position? The last two analysis show the manner in which the activities 

found in the first analysis are performed.

The analysis of the different objects is not as uniform as the analysis of their use. Only two criteria of 

analysis are found in all three elements: their physical form and their function. This results in sections, 

elevations, and isometric drawings in which the important dimensions and shapes can be compared. In 

4 Evans, 1978, p. 89
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terms of function the mechanical function of the object is described. The other criteria are either based 

on the role of the element in the making of the room or the role an element plays in the research of 

privacy, comfort, and mechanisation.

However, the drawings and art are not compared only through analysis. Especially for the use of 

the object, the analysis drawings can never draw out all that is essential for the research. Atmosphere, 

for example, cannot easily be captured in an analysis. Therefore, the comparison of the art and drawings 

themselves is also essential to see the transformation of use through time. The analysis drawings are 

only useful to make certain changes explicit. It shows exactly which parts of the object or the use of it 

have changed.

Based on the drawings, the art, the analysis, literature, and archival material, a collage is made 

showing the use of one space in the house in that moment in time. The collage consists of snippets of 

the gathered artwork placed within the space of the case. Through the collage, it is possible to show 

both the analysed aspects of object and use and the more ‘soft’ aspects that could not be drawn out in 

an analysis. For the comparison of the use between cases, the collages give a first impression on the 

important changes and are a tool to accentuate these changes. The combination of the drawings of 

the objects, a collection of artworks showing the use, the analytic drawings, and the collages, provide 

a complete picture of the relationship between the chosen objects and the user per case and makes it 

comparable with the other cases. The changes each of these objects underwent are all small parts of the 

development of the entire culture of dwelling. Taking all three objects into account together, and placing 

them within the context of their time and place, makes it possible denote explicit changes of the culture 

of dwelling in The Netherlands in the past 200 years.

Window Core Kitchen

Form Form Form

Function Function Function

Daylight Position in Room Machine Visability

View inside/outside Room Circulation Open Volume

Ornamentation Nodes in the room Connectivity of spaces

[TABLE 2] The pre-set criteria by which the objects are analysed. 
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HOW TO CONTINUE READING THIS BOOK

This book is continued with a description of the cases used in this research project. The description 

is supported by a collection of drawings of the house and the three objects. The three main chapters 

of this book, chapters three, five, and seven, describe and argue the transformation of the culture 

of dwelling on three different subjects. These conclusions are often made based on the analysis of 

the kitchen, the core, and the window. To make these analyses comparable between the cases and 

unclutter the text, the analysis drawings have not been placed throughout the text but in separate 

chapters: chapter four for the kitchen, chapter six for the core, and chapter eight for the window. In 

these chapters, the transformation of one aspect of the objects can be seen by browsing through the 

drawings. However, the three main chapters often refer to one of the case drawings or analysis. This is 

signalled with a bracketed page number: [p. 234]. This number tells on which page the relevant drawing 

can be found. It is might not be necessary to always consult the referred drawing, but it can clarify the 

statement made in the text.
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VAN ASCH VAN WIJCKSKADE 23, UTRECHT [1835]

The city of Utrecht was one of the first cities in The Netherlands that demolished their city walls.5 

The decision was made in 1829 because the city was situated within the ‘Hollandse Waterlinie’, a 

defensive water system stretching from the IJsselmeer down to the river Waal. 6 The architect J.D. Zocher 

jr. was assigned different projects along the empty land created by the demolition. One of these projects 

were the houses on the Van Asch van Wijckskade.7 House number 23 of this project is the first case in 

this research project. This house is a semi-detached house which is forms a symmetrical block with 

the house next to it. The realisation of the project was the first of its kind. It was built by a joint stock 

company specifically established for the building of these houses.8 This company was a frontrunner 

of the joint stock companies emerging in the latter half of the nineteenth century. The most influential 

person in this new way of realisation was the former major of Utrecht, Van Asch van Wijck. Years later, 

the street on which these houses were built was named after him for his commitment to the project.

The empty space left by the wall was caught between the canal on the one side and the backside 

of houses built against the old wall on the other.9 In addition, goal of the project was make part of this 

space into a promenade besides the canal, resulting in a narrow space left for the houses. Therefore, the 

plan of the house had a small depth compared to other houses placed near canals. To make good use of 

the limited depth, the gardens were also placed next to the house instead of the traditional placement 

at the back. However, the plan still consisted of a salon on the street side and a living room on the back 

side of the house, both in connection with this garden. It also had a study, a spacious kitchen, and a 

storage on the ground floor. The bedrooms were placed on first floor. The house was placed on the edge 

of the city, looking out over the water and the green rural space on the other side. Due to its size and 

placement, the house was meant for the wealthier citizens of Utrecht. It also had a prominent expression 

with the neo-classic facade. A style common for the time.10 The facade was kept sleek and painted all 

white. Two large pilasters protrude from the facade and stretch up to the roof cornice.  On the ground 

floor, the windows had a half-round top, accentuated with a large cornice that continues as a band 

along the facade. The windows of the second floor were placed directly above these windows and had 

a rectangular shape surrounded by a thick window frame. In the time, the design of these houses was 

seen as success and the beauty of it was praised.11

The design is strikingly similar to an unrealised, and much larger, plan by Zocher: The Housing for 

the Working Class. Zocher made this plan for another part of Utrecht in 1829. The houses in this project 

had the same neo-classical facade, a similar height and, the same windows on the ground floor. It seems 

as if the design on the Van Asch van Wijckskade was a modified segment of this much larger plan plan.

5 Pey, 2004, p. 64

6 Pey, 2004, p. 65

7 Prak, 1991, p. 62

8 Prak, 1991, p. 10

9 Prak, 1991, p. 62

10 Pey, 2004, p. 66

11 In 1855 J.L. Terwel described the houses as: “De hooge wallen en bolwerken zijn geslecht en door den haarlemschen 

bouwmeester Zocher in de heerlijkste wandelingen herschapen (…) [in: “Het koninkrijk der Nederlanden voorgesteld in 

oorspronkelijke schilderachtige gezigten historisch en topographisch beschreven.” p. 118-119]
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ELEVATION North facade | 1:125
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WINDOW North facade | 1:25
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SECTION Living Room | 1:50
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FLOOR PLAN Ground Floor | 1:125
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KITCHEN Ground Floor | 1:100
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PLANCIUS BLOCK, AMSTERDAM [1854]

This block of houses, placed on the former edge of Amsterdam, was built for the working-class 

citizens working in the nearby factories. It was however, an initiative of the wealthier segment of 

society. Several wealthy citizens came together and established the ‘Union on behalf of the Working 

Class’ with as goal to provide the less wealthy segments of society with proper housing.12 Why would 

the rich take such a task upon them? Firstly, it was due to religious beliefs, doing good for a fellow 

human. In addition, through the church and missionary work, they got into contact with the working 

class. Secondly, the rich saw it as their task to provide for the less wealthy. They had the money and 

could obtain the knowledge to create proper housing. Lastly, they were influenced by similar projects 

in foreign countries and publications.13 However, the building of this block was not a charity act of this 

union. In fact, acts of charity were thought to make the working-class lazy. It was rather set up as a 

business that had to make profit.14 

The block was designed by the main architect of the union: P.J. Hamer and consisted of 104 

dwellings. These dwellings can be divided into three types: single room dwellings, dwellings with a 

separate bedroom, and dwellings with two bedrooms and separate kitchen. The former two types were 

placed back to back while the latter took up the entire depth of the block. All types also had a toilet in 

a separate space, a sink with running water in the corner, and a basic sewage system. 15 These comforts 

were nearly unheard of in the time for the working class. This research uses the type with a single 

separate bedroom as a case.

The Plancius Block was different than most housing for the working class, because both the interior 

and the exterior were not reduced to its basics.16 Most often, the working class had to live in bland 

houses that did not follow any style.17 Although this block does not follow a specific style either, it does 

have a strong expression. The facade is characterised by a rhythm of vertical planes protruding from 

the facade. The entrances to the spacious stairwells, each providing entry to eight dwellings, protrude 

the furthest and are topped by a dormer. The windows were fairly large and differed in size and shape 

depending on the type of room behind it. All together, the building did not express being housing for 

the working class, but rather for the wealthy.

Hamer included some furniture in the design: a large closet with glazed doors in the living room 

and a fire place that could be closed off from the rest of the space with small doors. The type of heating 

inside this fireplace is not clear. The drawings imply a brazier where an iron stove might have been 

more common. The interior of the room was probably filled with a large table in the centre, surrounded 

by kitchen chairs, an oil lamp on top of it, and a rug underneath.18 The rest of the floor would remain 

uncovered to avoid vermin.19 

12 Schade, 1981, p. 20 [The Dutch name is: ‘Vereniging ten behoeve van de Arbeidersklasse’.]

13 Schade, 1981, p. 19-22

14 Schade, 1981, p. 26-27

15 Schade, 1981, p. 69

16 Prak, 1991, p. 35

17 Prak, 1991, p. 35

18 Schade, 1981, p. 66

19 Schade, 1981, p. 65
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WINDOW | North facade | 1:25
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SECTION | WINDOW & FIREPLACE | 1:50
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FLOOR PLAN  | 1:125
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CORE | Living room | 1:100
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VAN BEUNINGENSTRAAT, AMSTERDAM [1909]

The living conditions in the large cities of the Netherlands were wretched in latter half of the 

nineteenth century.20 Urbanisation had led to crowded cities filled with dwellings of a dreadful quality. 

Everybody was allowed to build houses without having to conform to a set of rules. Houses were 

relatively cheap to build and gave easy money by renting them out. Therefore, everybody that had the 

funds started to build low quality houses. In 1901 this changed with the introduction of the Housing 

Act. This law was a set of guidelines that not yet provided strict rules, but gave suggestions on matters 

that deserved attention.21 It also provided subsidies for housing cooperation’s that built dwellings 

conform these guidelines. Before 1901, already more than a hundred housing cooperation’s existed. 

But these could not provide high quality houses for a reasonable price. Thanks to the Housing Act, 

the rent of a proper house became affordable for the working class.22 The first housing cooperation to 

receive governmental support was the ‘Coöperatieve Bouwvereeniging Rochdale’ in 1906.23 In 1909, this 

cooperation built the first houses in Amsterdam conform the housing act on the Van Beuningenstraat.24 

The design was made by architect J.E. van der Pek. The dwellings were simple and small for todays 

standards, but were praised for their luxury and became an example for other housing projects.25. They 

met all the guidelines of the Housing Act and thus had a large amount lighting, sufficient ventilation, 

and running water. 

One of the goals of the project was finding a new type of plan for the houses of the working class. 

One of the first things that the architect and Rochdale agreed upon, was the wastefulness of the salon.26 

Therefore, the plan consisted of one rectangular living room facing the street, a narrow kitchen, and 

two bedrooms. The bedrooms were separated from the living room by a hallway while the kitchen had 

a direct connection it. The living room itself had a mantelpiece on the long side, two windows on the 

short side facing the street, and two built in storage closets to make use all of the available space. The 

kitchen was placed at the back of the dwelling. It came with a built-in countertop and sink and was just 

wide enough to walk through. The dwellings on the ground floor had a back door in the kitchen, used 

as private entrance, and an own entrance on the street. A door next to it gave entry to the portico that 

providing access to the upper dwellings. 

The facade of the block was sober and did not fit into a particular style.27 A rhythm of extrusions 

above the entrances is the only adaptation to the otherwise flat facade. These extrusions continue 

through the eaves creating a dormer with a flat roof. The space in these dormers was used as washing 

and drying space for the dwellers. The decoration of the facade was limited to coloured brickwork and 

the supports of the extrusions. 

20 Prak, 1991, p. 82

21 Prak, 1991, p. 83

22 Brinks, 2009, p. 15

23 Prak, 1991, p. 86

24 Van Rossum, 2012

25 Brinks, 2009, p. 12

26 Stieber, 1998, p. 118

27 Van Rossum, 2012
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ELEVATION | North-West Facade | 1:125
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WINDOW | North-West Facade | 1:25
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HUIS SONNEVELD, ROTTERDAM [1933]

At the turn of the century, most of the plans for villas were standardised in The Netherlands.28 

Brickwork or wooden walls together with a sloped thatched roofs gave most of the villa’s a rural 

expression. This villa in the outskirts of Rotterdam was an exception. The Sonneveld family, together 

with architect Van de Vlugt, chose for a modern house with white walls, a flat roof, and a modernistic 

interior. It were often the wealthy and the bold that dared to choose such a different path. 29 This case 

was no different. The father of the family, Bertus Sonneveld, had gained his wealth by working for the 

Van Nelle factory in Rotterdam, and was a prominent businessman in the time the house was built. The 

family remained to have a large influence on the design throughout the process. They even met with the 

architect every Tuesday night to discuss the design.30 

The house was designed in the style of the ‘Nieuwe Bouwen’ which was, up until then, mainly 

used for public buildings, hospitals, and factories.31 The trips of father Sonneveld to the United States 

probably influenced the design towards this more functionalistic style.32 The volume on the ground 

floor is placed inwards making the top volume cantilever over it. The expression of the facade is sleek 

and austenitic and was minimalistically detailed with thin window frames and no decoration. It has a 

long horizontal window for the living area on the first floor and smaller windows on the second floor 

providing light for the bedrooms. The roof was easily accessible and could be used as a terrace. The 

house has many resemblances with the villas of Le Corbusier. Not only thanks to the white colour, 

but also because it had two of the ‘five rules for architecture’ given by Le Corbusier: the ‘fenêtre en 

longueur’ and a roof terrace.

Placing the living area on the first floor was also common for this modern style. However, the 

placement was uncommon in traditional Dutch villas. Together with the horizontal window, it gave 

the inhabitants a panoramic view of their surroundings. For the inhabitants, the first floor practically 

only consisted of one room. This large room had an open plan with several nodes spread throughout. 

It consisted of a desk, a writing table, two seating areas and a dining corner. Although the whole space 

was heated by central heating, one of the seating areas still had a small fireplace. It was probably not 

used for heating, but for the ‘cosiness’ it gave. The other rooms on the first floor either used for moving 

to the other floors or part of the servant’s domain. The kitchen was the main domain of the servants. 

Therefore, the room was separated from the living room and had its own entrance from outside. This 

was common for large houses in the time.33 

The interior of the house was just as modernistic as the exterior and almost exclusively filled with 

steel furniture. Colours also filled the house. Except for the facade, no surface is left white. The interior 

walls, cabinets, and furniture were all coloured in reds, greens, and yellows, but less vivid than the 

common primary colours in the ‘Nieuwe Zakelijkheid’.34

28 Pey, 2004, p. 244

29 Prak, 1991, p. 7

30 Laan. 2001, p. 12

31 Laan, 2001, p. 11

32 Laan, 2001, p. 16

33 Laan, 2001, p. 24

34 Molenaar, 2001, p. 64-65
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FLOOR PLAN | First Floor | 1:200
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DE PEPERKLIP, ROTTERDAM [1983]

This massive housing block, designed by Carel Weeber, has had its share of issues and criticism 

since its realisation. It was built in the south of Rotterdam, in a former harbour area. After the first 

inhabitant received the key in January, the first complaints about the design already started in October. 

Residents confronted the major of Rotterdam with a set of complaints ranging from vandalism to noise 

disturbance. In a mere year, the bad publicity had given the Peperklip a bad reputation.35 The problems 

with the building led to a series of renovations, the first of which only months after the building was 

completed.36 Nowadays, some of the maisonettes have been remade into student housing to diversify 

the group of residents.

The original design by Carel Weeber was controversial. In contrast to the popular small-scale 

dwellings, the architect chose for a massive complex consisting of 549 stacked dwellings curved in a 

block of approximately 500 meters long.37 The building encapsulates a collective garden on the inside 

of the block. The interior of the block is connected with the street by eight entrances. The building itself 

is made up out of maisonettes in seven or nine layers on the curved ends, and portico dwellings on the 

straight parts in between. Although the form of the plan has similarities with the shape of a paperclip, 

this did not give it her name. The name was derived from a ship that docked in the former harbour. 38

The building was made up out of concrete sandwich elements with an opening in centre for 

a loggia or a window. The panels were covered by 100x100mm coloured tiles, giving the exterior 

its characteristic expression. These red, blue, yellow, and grey tiles make the individual dwelling 

invisible from the exterior. All the dwellings look the same from the outside and are hidden behind a 

checkerboard of colours.39 

This research uses one of the maisonettes on the end of the block as a case study. These dwellings 

are accessed from the inside of the block by a gallery. Each dwelling has a small nook in this gallery 

with a front door. A window next to this door gives a view of the kitchen from the same gallery. This 

kitchen has enough room for a small table and chairs in addition to a kitchenette. 

On the street side, the dwelling has a living room and adjacent loggia. The living room has one 

window, but also has light entering from the loggia thanks to glazed walls between both spaces. Due 

to the lack of a fireplace, the core of the room could be placed anywhere in the dwelling. In this case, it 

would probably have been placed near the window, between the wall of the loggia and the parting wall. 

The living room was probably also used a dining room, which was placed more to the back of the space. 

The only other rooms on the first floor are a toilet and a hall with a stair to the second floor. This second 

floor has bedrooms and a bathroom, effectively separating the private rooms from the shared rooms on 

the first floor.

 

35 Verhoef & van Driel, 2007, p. 13

36 Verhoef & van Driel, 2007, p. 13

37 Verhoef & van Driel, 2007, p. 26

38 Meuwissen, 1988, p. 47

39 Groenendijk, 2004



De Peperklip64
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WINDOW | South-West Facade | 1:25
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SCHUTTERSVELD, DELFT [2003]

Although this case is a stand-alone house, it is clearly part of an ensemble of houses. The whole 

ensemble takes up the internal space of an existing block. The ensemble is made up of eight residential 

buildings, three apartment blocks and five are detached or paired houses, surrounding a square. One 

of the detached houses is used as a case in this research project. The whole ensemble was designed 

by Geurst & Schulze Architecten in 2000 and eventually built three years later. The location became 

available after the demolition of a primary school that formerly filled up the inside of the block. The 

project can be seen as a success because it helped transform the historic centre of Delft into a luxurious, 

sought after location.40 It is part of a larger plan for the centre of Delft under the supervision of Fons 

Verheijen.41 

 Despite the different types of dwellings, the exteriors of all the buildings are similar. This makes the 

collection of buildings feel as one thing. The expression of the individual house is thus subordinate to 

the expression of the ensemble.42 The architecture of the individual house is “formal and understated.”43 

This formal expression, together with a sharp silhouette, makes it stand out from its surroundings. The 

facade is made up of purplish brickwork which is clinically detailed and topped by a wooden band 

where the facade meets the roof. The colour of this band matches the colour as the brickwork and is the 

same as the window frames. The composition of the facades is dominated by sharp cut-outs of the deep-

set windows and the double high loggia. The rest of the facade is kept free of any protruding elements 

such as eaves. 

The house is ground accessible and has three floors connected by an open staircase. The ground 

floor and the second floor both have bedrooms and a bathroom. Uncommonly, the main living space is 

not placed on the ground floor but on the first. It has to share this floor with an open kitchen that also 

serves as a dining room. The open staircase placed in the centre divides the space into the kitchen on 

the one side and the living room on the other. The kitchen itself has a kitchen block placed centrally in 

the space and dining table beside it. One window in the living room takes up an entire wall and fills the 

room with an abundance of light. It also doubles as a sliding door giving access to the loggia. Because 

the house is placed on the inside of an existing block, the backside would only give a view of the 

backside of another house. Therefore, no windows are placed on back side of the house. Therefore, the 

house has a clear front and back side and orientates the interior towards the inner square surrounded by 

the ensemble. 

The price of the houses makes them only available for the wealthier segment of society.44 However, 

for this price, the buyer gets a relatively small house. The gross surface area is not much more than 

a standard row house for the middleclass. Especially the living room is small in comparison to other 

housing within this higher price range.

40 Kaal & Theunissen, 2009, p. 97

41 Kaal & Theunissen, 2009, p. 97

42 Kaal & Theunissen, 2009, p. 97

43 Kaal & Theunissen, 2009, p. 97

44 Kaal & Theunissen, 2009, p. 97
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FLOOR PLAN | First Floor | 1:125
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The level of comfort in dwellings has increased for all segments of society in the past 200 years.1 

The basic needs of nearly every citizen can be provided by our dwellings. The things we find comfort 

in have also changed. In today’s society, time management, ease of use, cleanliness, and living in a 

healthy environment have become dominant factors to determine our level of comfort. These factors 

can be summarised into two concepts: efficiency and hygiene. Efficiency is defined as getting the best 

result using the least amount of time, effort, and money. Hygiene on the other hand, encapsulates both 

a healthy environment, personal hygiene, and cleanliness. Both of these concepts are measurable forms 

of comfort. The temperature of a room, for example, can be measured and rated in terms of thermal 

comfort. We know that a temperature around twenty degrees is deemed as comfortable and can thus 

say that a room of fifteen degrees is ‘uncomfortable’. Machines are particularly good at helping us 

increase these measurable types of comfort. If washing machine A is two times as fast as washing 

machine B, it is two times as efficient, assuming the clothes are clean in both cases. They are able to give 

a quantitative and objective increase of efficiency and hygiene. Therefore, in a time where comfort is 

increasingly found in hygiene and efficiency, machines are the heroes. 

This transformation of the culture of dwelling is seen in multiple transformations of the form 

of the house. This chapter will discuss each of these transformations observed in the case study and 

substantiate the changes with literature. This all in an attempt to show that comfort is increasingly 

found in hygiene and efficiency.

THE INVENTION OF EFFICIENCY

Efficiency is a well-known and maybe even overused term nowadays. Not only professional 

workflow and production should have the best result possible with the least amount of time, money, 

and effort, even our own house is subject to this trend. For example, a kitchen tap that provides boiling 

water on demand was marketed in 2015 as “energy efficient, safe, water-saving, space-saving and 

especially time-saving.”2 A tap providing warm water three minutes faster than a kettle is marketed as 

“especially time-saving”. Apparently, these minutes have become a valuable asset in the domestic life. 

The tap is not only time-saving; it also gives something else: less of a fuss. We do not have to go 

through the hassle of picking up the kettle, filling it up with water, lighting up the stove, putting on the 

kettle, waiting, and transferring the water from the kettle into a cup. The effort saving ability of these 

objects may be the most important reason for their use.3 It allows household tasks to be performed with 

much greater comfort. However, effort saving is a form of efficiency. It is the result of doing as little as 

possible to achieve the same result. Man has probably always had this urge to achieve this, but in the 

past 200 years, finding comfort through efficiency has taken flight.

One of the first times efficiency was linked to comfort in the household was in 1841 by Catherine 

Beecher in her book ‘A Treatise on Home Economics’.4 Beecher wrote a textbook for schools to educate 

1 Montijn, 2001, p. 9

2 The ‘Quooker Fusion’ is marketed on their website as “Energiezuinig, veilig, waterbesparend, ruimtebesparend en vooral 

tijdbesparend.” [Retrieved 09 January 2016 from: http://www.quooker.nl/]

3 Rybcynski, 1988, p. 154

4 Rybcynski, 1988, p. 158
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women in the United States on managing a household. In her opinion women ”(...) enter on their most 

arduous and sacred duties [domestic life] so inexperienced and uninformed, and with so little muscular 

and nervous strength, that probably there is not one chance in ten, that young women of the present 

day, will pass through the first years of married life without such prostration of health and spirits as 

makes life a burden to themselves, and, it is to be feared, such as seriously interrupts the confidence 

and happiness of married life.”5 The way women do their household work is seen as a burden and 

something that hampers with the comfort of the housewives. One of the solutions Beecher offers to 

increase the comfort of household work is to educate housewives in efficiency. “(...) when they are 

taught rightly to appreciate and learn the most convenient and economical modes of performing all 

family duties, and of employing time and money, and when they perceive the true estimate accorded 

to these things by teachers and friends, the grand cause of this evil will be removed.”6 An efficient use 

of time and money would result to a more pleasant household with happier women. In other words, 

efficiency provided comfort.

Beecher also included a set of floor plans in her treatise. These plans were characterised by being 

small for the amount of people they could house.7 The small houses were not only preferred for their 

lower cost, but also because they were comfortable than a larger house.8 The advantage of the smaller 

house was that the distances that had to be travelled were significantly reduced. However, this floor 

plan had to be carefully designed to still make all the uses of the house possible. For Beecher, a dwelling 

with an efficient floor plan trumped the spacious dwelling in terms of comfort.

Fifty years later, towards the end of the 19th century, the importance of efficiency took flight thanks 

to Fredrik Winslow Taylor and the Industrial Revolution.9 Taylor was a labour expert in the business 

world who researched the functionality of factories and wanted to improve their production. His 

research was focused mainly on the reduction of cost and time while increasing the production.10 

Here our contemporary definition of efficiency was born. The term had already gradually started to 

infiltrate the dwelling. Mainly because women started to apply this way of thinking in their own job: 

the household. [Fig. 2] Lilian Gilbreth was one of these women.11 She was the wife of a labour researcher, 

Frank Gilbreth, with whom she had already worked on new concepts and strategies to improve 

the efficiency of work in factories. During their work they thought up several terms as ‘scientific 

management’ and ‘motion study’ to find the ‘one best way’ to do any task.12 Soon enough Lilian 

Gillbreth started to apply the same way of thinking on the design of household appliances and the 

form of the house. Together with students, she designed kitchen arrangements, an electric mixer, and 

5 Beecher, 1841, p. 4

6 Beecher, 1841, p. 4

7 Rybczynski, 1988, p. 161

8 Rybczynski, 1988, p. 162

9 De Rijk, 2001, p. 39

10 De Rijk, 2001, p. 39

11 De Rijk, 2001, p. 40

12 Graham, 2013, p. 352
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blueprints for stoves and refrigerators.13 All these objects were designed with the scientific research on 

time management and motion studies from the factories in mind. By publishing these designs, she was 

one of the people who helped efficiency becoming an important part of the household.

HYGIENIC LIGHT

Hygiene is the other subject of this chapter and the transformation of the use of daylight gives 

a first hint of it becoming an important aspect of comfort in the dwelling. Daylight has always been 

found comfortable by most people. [Fig. 4] The light and warmth of it gives a comfortable feeling. 

However, light also has a health and hygienic aspect. Firstly, sunlight, as we know now, is important 

to our health physically and psychologically. Daylight, or the lack thereof, can influence our mood and 

happiness. Sitting in daylight also lets your body make vitamin D, an essential part of a healthy body. 

Secondly, light shows the hygiene of the space. Lighting dark corners shows the amount of dust that has 

gathered there and prompts the inhabitant to clean these corners. The use of daylight for both of these 

reasons has increased since the nineteenth century and is the first indicator that hygiene has become an 

important actor in our search for comfort.

Before electrical lighting was common, daylight was essential to provide all rooms with sufficient 

lighting. Therefore, the placement and size of the windows provided a large amount of light deep into 

the room in the first two cases, the Van Asch van Wijckskade and the Plancius Block. [p. 208] This single 

large window allowed most of the space to receive at least some light, but did not spread it evenly 

13 Graham, 2013, p. 364

 It is deadly indecisiveness which has held back so many women, and given another arrow to the 
jokesmith to aim at our sex. Efficient thinking routs out indecision like fog driven before the rising 
sun. Women are also accused of deliberately cheating themselves by ignoring unpleasant facts and 
conditions. This has cost homemakers more than they realize.  

 Womanís vanity has often kept her from admitting that many of her problems are so distressing 
simply because of her own lack of personal efficiency, not because of circumstances, fate, or other 
people. In most cases, however, she never even suspects that she is not as efficient as she might be, and 
points to the hard manual labour she does as proof of her efficiency ó as if that didnít prove just the 
opposite!  
 Many women have hard, even terrible, burdens to bear for which they are in no way responsible; 
but even if these burdens cannot be lightened, after sincere, efficient thinking and acting, there still 
remains one solution ó to carry these burdens with an efficient attitude of mind. Such an attitude may 
be the entire difference between happiness and unhappiness.  

 The efficient attitude of mind is really the balance-wheel to the homemakersí entire life and work. I 
am more interested in making such an attitude universal among women than I am in urging upon them 
motion study, dispatching and scheduling, and other methods, for I know well that these will come if 
the attitude of mind is efficient; while I also know that they cannot come without it.  

 You see, I am so deeply convinced that the nutshell of the whole matter is that women master their 
work, instead of letting their work master them, that I am ready to recommend that all methods and 
schedules be occasionally thrown overboard in order to attain mastery and independence if necessary 
or advisable.  

 The end and aim of home efficiency is not a perfect system of work, or scientific scheduling, or 
ideal cleanliness and order; it is the personal happiness, health, and progress of the family in the home. 
The work, the science, the system, the schedule are but some of the means to that end, not the end 
itself. We must use them, or sidetrack them, just as needs be, to attain the real ends of homemaking. 
The point I want to make clear is that in trying to master our work we do not want to be mastered by 
method and system, thus jumping from the frying pan into the fire!  

 9 

 

[FIGuRE 2] Diagrams from the kitchen designs by Christine Fredericks used to advocate more efficient kitchen arragnement.
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[FIGuRE 3] up until the turn of the last century, daylight mostly often 

had a practical use.

[FIGuRE 4] The warmth and light provided by the sun is often 

regarded as comfortable.

[FIGuRE 5] Young childern recieving sun treatment a in 1927.
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across the room. [p. 208] The area close to the window was bright, but the edges of the room were much 

darker. This difference in light was no problem because not all activities that took place in the space 

needed a large amount of light. Activities that did need light, such as reading, could take place in the 

bright areas in front of the window, and activities that did not need as much light, eating for example, 

could take place in the darker areas. Daylight only had a practical need and did not have to be available 

in every part of the room. [Fig. 3]

The design of the window in the Plancius Block gives the first hint that daylight was used in terms 

of hygiene purposes. The window is wide compared to other houses for the working-class at the time. 

Therefore, the window provided a much more even spread of light in the space than in the Van Asch 

van Wijckskade. The architect P.J. Hamer deliberately designed these windows with these proportions 

to increase the amount of light entering across the space. He did this to stimulate a more hygienic 

household in the dwellings. 14 More light and a better distribution of it reduced the amount of dark 

corners and urged the inhabitants to clean more often. For the same reason, the architect also chose to 

paint the walls all white.15

In the design of House Sonneveld in 1933, daylight was not needed for practical reasons anymore. 

The electrical grid was widespread during the First World War and fixtures could light an entire space.16 

Despite the Sonneveld family definitely being able to afford electrical fixtures and electricity bills, all 

spaces in the house were filled with an abundance of daylight. [p. 211] More light enters this living room 

than in the houses in which the inhabitants relied on the daylight perform their day to day tasks. In 

Huis Sonneveld, daylight thus had more value than solely being useful for working and reading. 

This other value of sunlight is its positive influence on health. In the first half of the twentieth 

century, daylight was commonly praised for its health benefits. Treatment facilities for tuberculosis 

using sunlight were one of the first scientific connections between daylight and health.17 [Fig. 5] In 

the Netherlands, architects of the ‘Nieuwe Bouwen’, the style in which Huis Sonneveld was built, 

raised awareness on the importance of daylight in the ’20s and ‘30s. Light was seen as an important 

part of a healthy lifestyle and the lack of it was seen as the main reason for the houses in the slums 

to be unhealthy. Numerous researches on the topic were also done in the time. Van Tijen in 1931 

was determined to find the effects of daylight on people18 and the ‘8 & Opbouw’ established a ‘Sun 

Commission’ in 1943 for the same reason.19 Both did not find any concrete evidence that daylight was 

beneficial for health, but did find that most dwellers wanted as much sunlight as possible in their 

dwelling.20 Therefore, daylight was thought to benefit the psychological well-being of the inhabitants.

These events illustrate that daylight was seen as something you could not have enough of. Whether 

Van der Vlugt designed Huis Sonneveld with these health issues in mind is not clear. This villa was not 

14 Schade, 1981, p. 69

15 Schade, 1981, p. 69

16 Prak, 1991, p.175

17 Colomina, Domesticity at war.

18 Prak, 1991, p. 181

19 De Rijk, 2001, p. 46

20 Prak, 1991, p. 181
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an exception; the abundance of light is seen in most designs of modern architecture. Maybe Van der 

Vlugt was just complying with the style of the time. 

The connection between daylight and health has become stronger over time. Research now has 

proven that daylight definitely gives health benefits. This realisation is one of the explanations for the 

increase of the amount of daylight entering the dwelling in contemporary houses, even though the 

practical need for it has been further reduced by new developments in artificial lighting. The Peperklip, 

in 1983, has two windows in the living room similarly to the Van Beuningenstraat.21 [p. 65]These 

windows are twice as wide as the windows of the Van Beuningenstraat while staying approximately 

the same height. [p. 200] This significantly increases the amount of light entering the room and the 

even spread of it. The design of Schuttersveld goes even further. It has a window completely covering 

one wall in the living room. [p. 75] These fully glazed walls are becoming ever more popular in 

contemporary housing and are a step further in the urge for daylight in our dwellings. [p. 213] Whether 

the increase of daylight can be attributed to the health benefits of sunlight remains questionable, but 

daylight has definitely made dwellings cleaner. In contemporary dwellings dark corners are associated 

with dirt. We are more comfortable in a dwelling that we know is clean because we can to see it for 

ourselves. 

 

DISMANTLING THE CORE

The core in the Plancius Block was the cooking area, social centre, and heater of the house. [p. 

39] With all these uses, it was an important element in the household. However, the living room 

of Schuttersveld shows that the core has since transformed. [p. 79] The diverse uses that took place 

around the fireplace are spread throughout the house. The cooking area is now the kitchen and the 

fireplace is now central heating. The core of the nineteenth century was gradually taken apart and 

redesigned with hygiene and efficiency in mind. 

As the use of daylight in the Plancius Block in 1854 showed, hygiene became an issue around the 

middle of the nineteenth century. Urbanisation played a large role in increased importance of it in the 

Netherlands. In the cities, more people were living closer together, making the contact between people 

increase. The closer contact with other people increased the self-awareness of citizens.22 People became 

aware of their own smell by being confronted with the smell of others. To battle these scents, washing 

became a more common thing to do halfway the nineteenth century.23 Therefore, the Plancius Block in 

1854, had a sink to give the working class the opportunity to easily wash themselves in their own home.

[Kitchen PL] Since 1880, the basic principles of hygiene were also taught to housewives in classes on home 

economics.24 This raised the awareness of diseases and taught people how to avoid them with hygiene. 

The importance of hygiene, particularly foul smells, plays a large role in the separation of the 

cooking area from the fireplace. Around 1800-1850 diseases were thought to be spread through foul 

21 One of the two windows is actually a loggia but can be regarded as a window in terms of light because the walls of the 

loggia are made primarily of glass.

22 Prak, 1991, p.20

23 Prak, 1991, p.20

24 Montijn, 2001, p. 56
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scents.25 Therefore, the smoke of the stove, the burnt smell of food, and the odours of cooking, were to 

be contained in a separate room: the kitchen.26 In addition, cooking itself was seen as an unhygienic 

activity that contaminated the space. Therefore, despite its important position in the dwelling, the 

cooking area was removed from the living area.

In the wealthier housing of the same time, the house on the Van Asch van Wijckskade for example, 

separating the cooking area from the living room was already a common thing to do and had begun 

before the nineteenth century. 27 The separation was also quite drastic. In the Van Asch van Wijckskade, 

the separation of the kitchen was made with several thresholds. You had to pass at least two doors and 

a stair to move from the living room to the kitchen. [p. 108]

However, for the lower segments of the housing the cooking area was still an integral part of the 

living area in the beginning of the nineteenth century. There was no threshold at all between living and 

cooking. [Fig. 6] In the Plancius Block of 1854, the kitchen table and the fireplace got a central position 

in the living room and the only threshold between both was a set of doors shutting off the fireplace. 

[p. 38] Furthermore, the same table was used for gutting a chicken and playing games. Although 

people were already getting familiar with the concept of hygiene, it was not that much of an issue in 

the Netherlands until the turn of the century.28 In the time of the Plancius Block, 1854, the hygienic 

standards were still too low to need a separate kitchen. It was only after the turn of the century that 

25 Prak, 1991, p. 22

26 Rybczynski, 1998, p. 132

27 Rybczynski, 1988, p. 38

28 De Rijk, 2001, p. 44

[FIGuRE 6] An painting by Fontijn in 1800 showing that space in front of the heater was not only used for cooking.
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hygiene resulted in dwellings of the working class also having a separate kitchen. Therefore, in 1909 the 

dwellings in the Van Beuningenstraat had a separate kitchen. [p. 48] The room was placed at the back 

of the dwelling with a door connecting it to the living room. It was placed away from the hallway and 

the main routing of the dwelling and was only accessible from the living room. The room was thus still 

seen as part of the living space, but had to be placed as far away from the other of the rooms as possible.

The separation intensified in Huis Sonneveld. In this house the cooking area was not only separated 

from the living area, but it got its own part of house. [p. 57] The space is shut off from the dwelling in 

a literal sense because it is placed in a different volume with the garage and has its own entrance from 

outside. In addition, one always has to pass through a room that acts as a buffer space before being 

able to enter the kitchen. Even from the hallway, the inhabitant first has to pass this extra room. [p. 114] 

This little room has its own sink so you could get a glass of water without having to enter the kitchen. 

[p. 58] The serving hatch connecting this buffer space might imply a connection between living and 

cooking, but it rather intensifies the division. It gave the inhabitants another way of getting things from 

the kitchen without having to enter the space. The kitchen was no living space and the inhabitants did 

not want anything to do with what happened in there. This rigorous separation might also be attributed 

to the kitchen being the servant’s domain in this case, but the hygienic reasons cannot be ruled out.

COMFORTABLE HEATING

The other part of the core that was removed was the heating element. Hygiene in the form of clean 

air and and efficiency of fuel were the two main reasons for this element to be separated from the core. 

The belief of disease spreading through air made ventilation in general an important issue halfway the 

nineteenth century. Lewis Leeds, working for the government of the United States, gave several lectures 

in the winter of 1866-67 on American universities emphasising the importance of ventilation. With the 

title “Man’s breath is his greatest enemy” he stressed the importance of ventilation and wanted to show 

“(...) the great want of improved methods of ventilation in our buildings.”29 Also in the Netherlands, 

many theories on ventilation and the behaviour of air were discussed.30 The design of the Plancius Block 

is a good example of a house showing the upcoming importance of healthy air in 1850. For this block, 

P.J. Hamer designed a complex system of wooden ducts to supply each room and cupboard bed with its 

own fresh air. Although he did this with the best of intentions, the design of the ducts probably created 

too much of a draught in the house.31 This, in combination with ventilation not yet seen as something 

important by most of the population, led to the ducts often being stuffed by the inhabitants.32

The importance of ventilation for hygienic reasons resulted in the heating element of the core 

transforming and eventually got it removed from it. In 1800, most houses had an open fire place that 

spit smoke into the dwelling. Several studies and theories were thought up to reduce or eliminate the 

unhealthy smoke. One solution for this was a modification that could be done to existing or new open 

fireplaces: the Rumford’s fireplace. This modified fireplace was also used in the design of the salon of 

29 Leeds, 1869

30 Schade, 1981, p. 67

31 Schade, 1981, p. 76

32 Prak, 1991, p. 23
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the Van Asch van Wijckskade. [p. 26] The concept was thought up in 1796 by Benjamin Thompson in 

the United States and quickly spread across the Atlantic Ocean towards Europe.33 The modification 

consisted of oblique partitions at the back of the fireplace and “rounded off the breast” to “remove 

those local hindrances which forcibly prevent the smoke from following its natural tendency to go up 

the chimney”.34 In the Plancius Block, another solution was used. Two small doors could close off the 

fireplace from the living room and contain the smoke within it. [p. 38] Both solutions were not flawless 

and still resulted in smoke filled rooms.

In addition to hygiene, efficiency also affected the transformation of the fireplace. The modifications 

of the Rumford’s fireplace also increased the efficiency of heating by concentrating the space of the fire 

as much as possible. “The smaller space for the fire creates a stronger up draught, drawing smoke up 

the chimney faster, making the fire burn more hotter, and allowing it to better retain heat.”35 The back 

partitions also reflected the heat into the room and retained warmth after the fire was extinguished, 

making use of as much of the produced heat as possible. These were some of the first steps towards a 

more efficient way of heating. However, a large portion of the heat was still lost through the chimney 

because of the warm air it exhausted.36 [p. 164]. 

It was not until the introduction of wrought iron heaters that heating made big progress in regard 

to hygiene and efficiency. One of these types of heaters is placed in the Van Beuningenstraat. [Core BS] 

The nearly closed system of such a heater ensured that most of the smoke could be kept out of the living 

area. The fire is contained within an iron casing and the smoke is exhausted through a pipe connected 

to the chimney. Only a small portion of air passed through the casing from the room to the fire to keep 

the fire going. The only air passing the casing moved from the room to the fire but not the other way 

around, reducing the amount of smoke in the room.

In contrast with the open fireplace, by using a heater there was no draught of air running through 

the space anymore. The draught created by the open fireplace used to ensure fresh air entering the 

room. Although heaters reduced the amount of smoke entering the room, they also reduced the 

ventilation in the dwelling. Certain doctors in the early nineteenth century had opinion that the extra 

comfort given by the heater in terms of heat had to be disregarded in favour of the superior ventilation 

provided by the fireplace.37 Despite these health issues, open fireplaces had all but disappeared from city 

dwelling around 1890 and were replaced by smokeless heaters.38

This probably also had to do with the efficiency of these heaters. By containing the fire 

33 Marot et. al., 2014, p. 59

34 Marot et. al., 2014, p. 59

35 Marot et. al., 2014, p. 59

36 Prak, 1991, p. 24

37 Stokroos, 2001, p.9 [Stokroos quotes doctor Nieuwenhuijs: “Alhoewel door zulk een haardvuur maar weinig warmte in 

de kamer wordt te weeg gebragt, en de warmte slechts plaatselijk is, zoo is toch deze manier van stoken in velen opzigte 

voor de gezondheid dienstiger, dan de thans meer en meer in zwang komende verwarming door kagchels, met steenkolen 

bewerkt; omdat hierbij de schoorsteen zorgvuldig toegelegd, en slechts daarin eene opening voor de kagchel-pijp blijft, en 

alzoo de afwisseling der versche, en het opstijgen der bedorvene lucht, als ook der dampen, belemmerd wordt.”]

38 Stokroos, 2001, p. 32
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within the iron casing, the fire area was further reduced and could therefore burn hotter than in an open 

fireplace. This improved the combustion of the fuel, getting as much out of this precious resource as 

possible. Especially for the working class, fuel for heating was expensive and had to be put to good use. 

The further search for more efficient, hygienic, and comfortable heating led to the use of the 

central heating system in the twentieth century. [Fig. 7] This type of heating was the reason to remove 

the heating element from the core. The concept of central heating was already discussed by the 

‘Maatschappij tot Bevordering van de Bouwkunst ‘ in 1864.39 It was, however, in that time only deemed 

useful for public buildings due to its cost and the complexity of the system. When it became more 

common to use the system in houses, the same reasons made it out of reach for the the lower segment 

of the housing sector.40 Therefore, the first case in this research project to have central heating is Huis 

Sonneveld in 1933. In the rare case that central heating was used before 1900, it was often subordinate 

to aesthetics, making it less effective as a heating device. 41 The radiators were fitted in existing furniture 

and made aesthetically pleasing. In the case, at least for the architects, aesthetics stayed more important 

than efficiency. Only after 1900 the efficient use of central heating became more important the aesthetics 

of the objects.42 From this time on, radiators were designed to make the heat distribution as effective as 

possible. With their plain white colour and visible columns, these objects even looked more machine-

like. These type of efficient radiators are used in Huis Sonneveld and have not changed that much since.

Central heating’s advantages were based on hygiene and efficiency. It had become a clean machine 

39 Prak, 1991, p. 24

40 Stokroos, 2001, p. 52

41 Stokroos, 2001, p. 53

42 Stokroos, 2001, p. 53

[FIGuRE 7] A advertisement for central heating in ‘Het Huis Oud & 

Nieuw 1907.

[FIGuRE 8] Despite use of central heating the open fireplace is still 

used to create a comforatble space.
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that provided heat everywhere with the flick of a thermostat. It did not contaminate the inside of the 

dwelling because the system was completely closed, used water to transport the heat, and the ‘filthy’ 

machine that created the heat was removed from the living space. In addition, the machine creating 

warmth, the boiler, could be formed for its specific function because it was given a room for itself. It did 

not have to cope with being in a living area. The distribution of the heat was also more efficient. Rather 

than making one area extremely hot to be able to heat all the space around it, the entire space could be 

heated with a lower temperature. The heat could be taken to the place it was needed most. A radiator 

could be placed underneath a window to compensate for the cold radiation. Using central heating also 

saved effort. The fuss of making a fire and keeping the fire going were taken away by a machine that 

did this automatically and immediately. 

The open fire still has a certain allure. The crackling fire gives a comfortable, homely feeling.43 This 

is probably the reason that Huis Sonneveld still had a fireplace while being heated by central heating. 

[Core SO]. It was a remaining of the fireplace as the traditional centre of the dwelling, giving comfort. 

Even after the Second World War, an open fireplace is still used to create this homely feeling in the 

space, but has lost its function of ventilation and heating. [Fig. 8] 

THE CONTEMPORARY CORE

So, what has remained at the core? In the Peperklip, the heater and the cooking area have both been 

placed in a specific room. [p. 67] The boiler is placed in a closet in the hall and the cooking area is now 

a kitchen. At the core, instead of sitting around a fireplace with a warm face and a cold back whilst 

enjoying the flames, we sit around a television in an efficiently heated and hygienic space, enjoying the 

latest episode of our favourite shows. Despite hygiene and efficiency dismantling the core, the core still 

exists in contemporary housing as the centre of the house. [p. 79]

The major transformation of the core in regard to this function is the television replacing the 

fireplace. The first case in this project that did not have the fireplace at the core was Huis Sonneveld. 

The living room sill had a fireplace, but it was not placed near the core. In the first three cases the 

organisation of the room was determined by the open fireplace or the wrought iron heater. [p. 29]

The inhabitants of the dwellings often placed themselves around these fireplaces for the warmth. The 

open fireplace had another reason to be the centre of the core: the flames had an entertaining value.44 

These flames connected the people sitting at the core through warmth and a single focal point. With the 

introduction of central heating, the seating at the core was no longer arranged towards a single object.45 

In Huis Sonneveld the seating at the core is rather arranged in a circle towards each other.

It did not take long before the core regained its central focus point. The television gradually took 

on this role in the ‘60s.46 At first, the television was placed in the corner of the room or hidden in a 

closet only to be revealed to watch the news. The furniture was then rearranged around the television 

for the broadcast and put back afterwards. [Fig. 9] The increase of television channels and programs 

made the constant rearranging of furniture became too much of a burden and the television claimed 

43 Montijn, 2001, p.64

44 Stokroos, 2001, p. 33

45 Cieraad, 2005, p. 35

46 Cieraad, 2005, p. 36
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its permanent central position in the core.47 The furniture in this contemporary core is also designed 

around the television. The arm chairs that were arranged around a heater are gone and have been 

replaced by a sofa that creates an “intimate home-cinema” facing the television.48 [p. 69]

THE KITCHEN MACHINE

After the separation from the core of the dwelling, the kitchen continued to transform under the 

influence of hygiene and efficiency. It lost the function of a social space and turned into a machine for 

cooking. Although the Asch van Wijckskade from 1835 already has a separate kitchen, the space itself 

was not a machine for food preparation. It has more space than needed for cooking and lacks the space-

efficient built-in kitchen equipment we are used to in the 21st century. [p. 28]

It was the separation of the kitchen for the working class that transformed the kitchen into an 

efficient machine. In the Van Beuningenstraat, the volume of the space is no larger than needed for 

one person to stand and cook. [p. 122] The user of the space only had a small space parallel to the 

machines, similar to the space of a worker at an assembly line. It has a countertop to make the cooking 

easier, running water with a drain for cleaning (and washing), a nook just wide enough for a stove, and 

47 Cieraad, 2005, p. 36

48 Cieraad, 2005, p. 37

[FIGuRE 9] A photograph by Hiltermann in 1964 of the Plastic House of Frima Fokker. The television die not have its prominent position in the 

dwelling yet. 
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shelves in the useless space above the countertop. In other words, the space was efficiently designed 

for hygienic food preparation. [Fig. 10] The kitchen had transformed into a machine in the dwelling. The 

efficiency and hygiene was partly provided by machines and these machines therefore started to fill the 

house. 49 This was partly due to the new electricity networks in the cities, but also because these machine 

were captivating. They were advertised for their time-saving and workload reducing advantages similar 

to the way factories were redesigned to increase production. [Fig. 11] The ease of use and time-saving 

features were alluring. Everyone wanted them.

This tendency towards efficiency and mechanisation in the household was also influenced by 

emancipation. Women, as Gilbreth, were the ones that introduced this way of working into the 

household to ease the work. But it was also a way to compete with their husbands. The kitchen was the 

domain and workplace of the women and by applying the same time- and effort-saving concepts on this 

workplace, the time and effort of women was recognized as equal to that of their man.50 Their time and 

effort was also worth saving. In addition, it gave household work the same importance as that of the 

man.

In 1925, one of the most influential kitchen designs, The Frankfurt Kitchen, was designed by 

49 De Rijk, 2001, p. 40

50 De Rijk, 2001, p. 42

[FIGuRE 10] A standard small kitchen for house in 1933. The door gave 

entrance to the dwelling from the garden.

[FIGuRE 11] Two examples of efficient tools that became popular in 

the kichten in the ‘30s.
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97[FIGuRE 12] A folder by Bruynzeel to advertise their hygienic and efficient kitchens.
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one of the frontrunners of emancipation: Schutte-Lihotzky.51 This kitchen was thought up using the 

same hygienic and efficient ideas.52 The design was a very rational kitchen with an area of 1.9 by 3.4 

meters. Similar to the kitchen in the Van Beuningenstraat, it was separated from the living area and 

no longer a living space. The relatively small space was efficiently filled with equipment to make the 

household chores easier. It had incorporated a folding ironing board, a swivelling stool, and a drawer 

with aluminium containers for flour, sugar, rice, and spices. To ensure easy cleaning, most of the tools 

were made out of hard materials and a built-in trash made for the easy disposal of garbage. The blue 

colour of the kitchen was chosen due to common belief that the colour was an insect repellent.53 It was, 

however, the method of design that was revolutionary in the making of this kitchen. “The kitchen’s 

layout was carefully determined through the study of a housewife’s movements in preparing food, 

setting the table, and doing the dishes.”54 The kitchen was designed to make the cooking as efficient 

as possible, minimizing the walking distance and placing equipment used together in the same place. 

The comfort of the kitchen was thus found in a scientifically proven ease of use and cleanliness. It had 

become a “laboratory for cooking, dish washing and related chores”55 

The kitchen in Huis Sonneveld fits the description of a laboratory. The white tiling on the walls, the 

stainless-steel exhaust, the garbage disposal in the countertop, and the built-in technology all replace 

the feeling of a living area with that of a machine. [p. 129] Most of the materials and objects in this 

kitchen are made to be easily cleaned and reduce the workload. The automatic coffee grinder makes 

preparing coffee less work and less of a mess and the tiling on the floor and on the walls made spilling 

much less of a problem. The kitchen space itself is formed in between these machines. [Volume SO]

The design of the kitchen was done by Bruynzeel, one of was the first companies in the Netherlands 

to start producing these mechanised efficient kitchens.56 According to Bruynzeel, these kitchens were 

the greatest wish for all women due to its hygiene and efficiency advantages. The practical features of 

the kitchen were said to give a maximum level of comfort.57 [Fig. 12] The folders show a specific storage 

space for all the tools, a built-in cutting board, and an easily cleanable countertop which would increase 

of comfort. The practical kitchen was a great success and in 1938 the company started to mass produce 

kitchens based on standardised dimensions. Some of which are still used today. The transformation 

of the kitchen into a machine for cooking illustrates the transformation of the idea of dwelling in the 

time. Le Corbusier propagated it as ‘the Dwelling Machine’. A healthy machine that was as beautiful as 

“the instruments that are around us every day”.58 The cleanliness of the kitchen and the machine-like 

expression of the kitchen support view of the dwelling. 

51 Heynen, 2015, p. 46

52 De Rijk, 2001, p. 40

53 Heynen, 2015, p. 43

54 Heynen, 2015, p. 43

55 Heynen, 2015, p. 42

56 De Rijk, 2001, p. 47

57 Translated from the folder: “You will definitely appreciate this nice and practical kitchen; she gives maximum comfort and 

is therefore, a rich possession for each housewife.”

58 Van Zeijl, 2005, p. 124 [Quoting Le Corbusier]
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The furniture placed at the core in Huis Sonneveld expressed the same idea about dwelling 

and was also subject to the influence of hygiene and efficiency. It had a sleek design which has been 

characterized with the words “hygiene, comfort, and luxury”.59 [Fig. 13] The clean expression of the 

furniture and the kitchen matched the ‘modern lifestyle’ that advocated a healthy lifestyle.60 Gone were 

large, soft armchairs in dark colours and in came the minimalistic chairs with a chromed structure 

that screamed cleanliness. The comfort was different from sinking away in a soft chair at a fire. It was 

rather achieved by fulfilling all the functional needs of the inhabitants by using technical equipment, 

an efficient arrangement of rooms, and ‘functional’ furniture.61 The new type of comfort is similar to 

found in the kitchen. In this case, the idea of finding comfort in hygiene and efficiency was probably 

influenced by the trips of father Berthus Sonneveld to the United States, where the concepts of economy, 

efficiency, and technology were being linked to comfort to a greater extend.62

THE CONTEMPORARY KITCHEN

After the Second World War, efficiency and hygiene continued to be important in house design.63 

Post-war reconstruction asked for practical and quick-to-build houses, but dwellers themselves also 

found these concepts important. A series of questionnaires on the main problems of living held by 

the government in the ‘50s showed that people mainly wanted to see improvements in the functional 

aspects of the house. Among other things, this questionnaire resulted in a very pragmatic set of 

59 Molenaar, 2001, p. 63

60 Van Geest, 2001, p. 78

61 Molenaar, 2011, p. 63

62 Laan, 2011, p. 16

63 De Rijk, 2001, p. 48

[FIGuRE 13] The Interior of House Sonneveld with its several nodes spread out in the space
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guidelines for the design of houses in 1951 called the “Voorschriften en Wenken”.64 The guidelines were 

modified in the next ten years by the “Study Group Functional Principals of the Dwelling”. The name 

itself already implies the importance of the programmatic aspects of the house. It was a very varied 

group of people that consisted of architects such as the chairman Van Tijen, but also representatives of 

the Dutch Household Council such as Mrs. Meihuizen ter Braake. Together they scientifically researched 

the use of the house, and especially the kitchen, on efficiency, hygiene, and ergonomics, which resulted 

in new plans and arrangements for standard housing.65 Their goal was to improve the quality of living 

by analysing the use of the house and creating a set of normative guidelines.66 Comfort had become 

something that could be analysed, quantified, and applied en mass.

This way of thinking predominated kitchen design up to around 1980. Around this time, people 

realised that there was more to a kitchen comfort than hygiene and efficiency.67 The scientific research 

towards kitchen design also came to a halt. The utilitarian kitchen was replaced by a representative 

kitchen used as a fashionable object.68 The standardised white kitchen lost popularity and was replaced 

64 De Vreeze, 2001, p. 48

65 De Rijk, 2001, p. 48 

66 Dettingmeijer et. al, 1982, p. 125

67 Montijn, 2001, p. 34

68 De Rijk, 2001, p. 56

[FIGuRE 14] A ‘70s kitchen that was still hygienic and efficient, but also 

had more of personal touch.

[FIGuRE 15] In contemporary kitchens, the machines are hidden inside 

a kitchenette.
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by coloured kitchens matching the taste of the inhabitant.69 [Fig. 14] The kitchen in the Peperklip in 1983 

is a good example of this representational function of the kitchen. [p. 68] A large window towards the 

gallery made it possible for people walking along to easily look inside. The space inside the kitchen is 

also different than that of the Van Beuningenstraat: the volume of the kitchen is not solely determined 

by the space needed to cook. [p. 124] It also has a small sitting area for breakfast, lunch, or a cup of 

coffee. 

This does not mean that the progression of hygiene and efficiency was disregarded in the design 

of this kitchen. In the Peperklip entire toolset of the kitchen was fit into one kitchenette no larger 

than 3 by 0.7 meters while still having all the benefits of the kitchens of Huis Sonneveld or the Van 

Beuningenstraat. The kitchen in Schuttersveld is filled with time-saving and clean machines. [p. 125] 

A coffee machine grinds the beans, heats the water, and makes the coffee in a matter of minutes; 

a dishwasher reduces the time needed to clean up and does it perfectly every single time; and the 

electric hob is designed in such a manner that it can be cleaned with the wipe of a cloth. The need for 

an efficient and hygienic kitchen is still increasing, but all these features are hidden in a single kitchen 

block. The kitchen machinery has been reduced to its minimum space and the machines have been 

hidden away. [Fig. 15] The space around these machines is relieved of its urge to efficiency. Where it was a 

just big enough in the Van Beuningenstraat and Huis Sonneveld, the space around the kitchen block in 

Schuttersveld is much larger and not designed to serve the machines.[p. 125]

MACHINES

Just as the kitchens of Huis Sonneveld and the Van Beuningenstraat, the kitchen in the Peperklip 

was still separated from the rest of the dwelling. However, the kitchen has two entrances, one towards 

the hall and one towards the living room. The kitchen is part of the routing through the house. It is more 

connected with the dwelling than in the other cases. [p. 116] The connection is stronger in Schuttersveld 

by having the kitchen in the same room as the living area. Moreover, the space is connected with the 

other floors through an open staircase. [p. 78] Does the combination of living and cooking imply a 

loss of the hygienic principles that separated it at first? Probably not. Thanks to the development of 

machines, we are able to uphold the hygienic standards while incorporating the kitchen in our living 

space. The kitchen is not that filthy anymore because the machines no longer create dirty smoke, a large 

exhaust ensures that every foul smell is directly transported outside, and the dishwasher serves as a 

storage for the dirty dishes. Therefore, the need for the separation is gone. The rise of hygiene removed 

the kitchen from the living area, but machines helped bringing it back.

Already in the beginning of the efficient and hygienic era, machines were seen as the future. 

In the ‘20s the ‘8 & Opbouw’ thought that all architecture of the future should be ‘functional’ and 

mechanised.70 It made machines the symbol of the future because of their ability to do one specific 

function very well. Now that we are in the future, we indeed see that machines are important in our 

day-to-day life. Cooking with a microwave and reading from an e-reader are just two of the examples.  

The comfort they give us by providing us with more time, better health, and ease is only increasing the 

69 De Rijk, 2001, p. 59

70 Prak, 1991, p. 186
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use and development of them. Central heating and mechanical ventilation show that these machines 

have become a necessity to create a comfortable living area around us. In the development of the culture 

of dwelling, these technical tools will probably become more and more important to provide a liveable 

space in our dwellings.71 

The incorporation of machines also has a downside. They sometimes evoke a feeling of threatening 

oppressiveness and alienation among people.72 Which is strange because they provide us with comfort 

and an increase of comfort sounds as if it is always positive. However, some people find that “The 

domestic sphere used to be a place where you would get away from innovation, and now it really is 

becoming a war zone”73 The home used to be a place giving comfort because it was familiar and not 

charged with the idea that everything you did had to have the best result with the least amount of 

resources. Nowadays, it has turned into a space full of new stuff, ever changing thanks to innovation 

and the need to keep up. We want to keep up because the new innovations raise our level of comfort. 

However, the rapid changes in technology create friction in the use of contemporary houses because 

you want the highest level of comfort, but as a result your dwelling has become business: striving to do 

everything within the least amount of time and with as little effort. In addition, you have no choice to 

keep up because the world around our is ever changing and your dwelling has to change with it. You 

can now read the latest news while sitting on the toilet, which is efficient because this would otherwise 

be wasted time. ‘But what if I want to read it on paper, on the couch?’ ‘Well, sorry, you’ll have to read 

it on your tablet because we’re not doing that printed media thing anymore. The news will be old the 

moment you read it anyway.’  

ORNAMENTATION

If we now find some of our comfort in hygiene and efficiency, did we stop finding it in something 

else? According to the cases in this research project, the comfort given by ornamentation was probably 

one of the things lost. One of the ways ornamentation can give comfort is by creating a beautiful facade. 

As Ibelings describes it: “Architecture can contribute to consolation and comfort in all kinds of ways: 

because it is beautifully made, with attention and care, with attractive details (…).”74 It can also give 

the house character, making it recognisable and giving it the comfortable feeling of coming home. “It 

is often precisely details like this that make architecture personal. They are the elements that make 

architecture tangible, stripping it of its abstraction and neutrality. They give it an individual character 

which enables you to become attached to it so that a house becomes your house.”75 

In the case of the Van Asch van Wijckskade in 1835, the window is framed by a decorative extrusion 

in the wall. [p. 230] The curtains covering the windows, particularly in the neo-classic style of this house, 

71 Sloterdijk, 2003, p. 891 [“De woonculturen van de toekomst zullen steeds expliciter van de noodzaak uitgaan om met 

technische hulpmiddelen leefbare binnenklimaten te creëren.”] 

72 Van Zeijl, 2005, p. 122

73 Space Caviar, 2015, p. 238

74 Ibelings, 2009, p. 16

75 Ibelings, 2009, p. 16
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were visible and also a form of ornamentation as it framed the interior view. [p. 23] In addition, true 

neo-classical style, pilasters with an ornamented top and bottom are placed in the facade holding up 

highly detailed eaves. [p. 24] Most of these architectural details had no more use than providing visual 

comfort.

Despite the soberness of the design of the Van Beuningenstraat in 1909, it still has decoration in 

the form of brickwork patterns. [p. 232] Yellow painted bricks create six rows across the length of the 

block and decorate the window. In addition, a curved set of bricks is placed above each window in 

a decorative manner to reduce the stress on the top of the window as a lintel. The supports of the 

extruded part of the facade are the only piece of ornamentation sticking out of the facade. Both the 

brickwork and the supports are needed for the construction of the block. Where Zocher chooses to add 

the ornamentation to the wall and roof, in the Van Beuningenstraat, Hamer modifies the materials to 

beautify the exterior. Despite the low cost of the housing, ornamentation is still used to give the house 

character and a beautiful exterior. The ornamentation is less apparent in the Van Beuningenstraat 

because it does not influence the plasticity of the facade in the way Zocher uses it in the Van Asch van 

Wijckskade. In this time, there are, however, multiple examples of housing that did still have this added 

ornamentation, the Amsterdamse School being one of many them. [Fig. 16] 

The sober expression increases in Huis Sonneveld in 1933. The window is devoid of ornament 

and had minimalistic detailing. [p. 55] All around, the facade was clad with white stucco. The loss of 

ornamentation was probably the result of the prevalent ideas about modern architecture in the time. 

Adolf Loos already labelled ornament as a “crime” in an essay in 1908 and designed dwellings with 

[FIGuRE 16] The design of the Amsterdamse School were covered with ornamentation to beautify the exterior.
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white plastered facades free of ornamentation in Vienna. “The crime of ornament was that it wasted 

society’s resources, both money and people’s time, on what, in Loos’s opinion, was both unnecessary 

and archaic.”76 Efficiency was thus playing a role in the disappearance of the ornament. Although 

Loos was not an opposer of decoration all together, he did start a trend of austerity in the architectural 

expression.77 

The lesser need for ornamentation was also implied by Mondriaan in 1926. He stated that in the 

new world “The idea ‘tehuis’ (Home, sweet home) must be lost.”78 He and the other members of ‘De 

Stijl’ thought the dwelling should become an anonymous standardised mass product.79 Individual 

character was not the priority of the house for them. Therefore, ornamentation to characterise the 

house was most likely less of a necessity. After the Second World War, the wish for simple and cheap 

housing for post-war reconstruction continued to diminish the use of ornamentation. It was deemed 

unnecessary for the inhabitants to live in a beautiful house, because they needed cheap, easy-to-build, 

and healthy housing. 

Both the Peperklip and Schuttersveld also lack the ornamentation of the individual dwelling. The 

Peperklip has a motive of coloured tiles on the entire facade to create a visually pleasant building and 

a sense of individual character. [p. 234] However, the sense of individual character is only reserved for 

the entire building. The building as a whole stands out, but the individual dwelling is rather concealed 

behind the checkerboard of colours. Schuttersveld has a very clean facade with simple window frames 

and no frills. [p. 75] Its expression is very plain. The expression of the individual dwelling is seen as 

subordinate to the expression of the ensemble of houses. All the elements used in the design have a 

rational use, but are not used to beautify the exterior. Everything is useful in terms of providing light, 

reducing the cold, or making sure no water enters the brickwork. The comfort given by ornamentation, 

both the visually pleasing as the characterising aspect of it, is less sought after than 200 years ago. 

Combining this with the conclusion that hygiene and efficiency have become more and more important, 

and can be argued that man does not having a dwelling to represent himself anymore, but to streamline 

his or her existence.80

76 Rybczynski, 1988, p. 199

77 Rybczynski, 1988, p. 199

78 Mondriaan, 1926, p. 18

79 Van Geest, 2001, p. 81

80 Van Zeijl, 2005, p. 123
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TYPES OF ANALYSIS:

1. Room use

The most likely use of a space is derived from artworks and literature. The activities are 

a mere indication of its main use. An eating area can for example be used as seating as 

well. 

2. Room Type

The types of rooms in the dwelling are catagorised into five types: 

Room: space made to be used for a longer period of time.

Hallway: a space that connects multiple rooms together.

Corridor: a narrow space that connects only two spaces.

Closet: a small space not meant to enter.

Outside: an outside space that is part of the dwelling.

3. Connectivity

The connectivity diagram shows the connections between the nodes in the dwelling. In 

each diagram, the kitchen is given a red colour. 

4. Thresholds

The threshold diagram shows the thresholds that separate these nodes in different 

rooms. The thresholds are catogorised in hard, intermediate, and smooth. The type of 

threshold depends how it seperates two spaces. A door to the exterior is therefore is a 

hard threshold and and a staircase a smooth one.

5. Volume & Section

These drawings show the form of the kitchen. The volume is made by the boundaries of 

the kitchen and the built-in kitchen equipment. The section gives an indication how much 

people could use the kitchen at the same time.

6. Machines

In each kitchen the different machines are indicated in red. The definintion for a machine 

used is a mechanised tool used for the purpose of cooking.
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VAN ASCH VAN WIJCKSKADE [1835]  |  ROOM USE & TYPE

This house takes up two floors but most of the living activities took place on the ground floor of the dwelling. 

The two largest rooms on this floor were the salon and the living room. The function of the room between the 

hallway and the salon is unclear. In archive material the room is defined simply as ‘room’. Although it is a small 

room, it did have a large window facing the street therefore it might have been used as a study. 
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|  CONNECTIVITY & THRESHOLD

The kitchen and its storage area are separated from the rest of the dwelling. From the living spaces, the kitchen 

can only be reached by passing at least two doors and going up a small staircase. The other rooms on the 

ground floor are all well connected with each other. Each room can be entered from at least two other spaces. 

The salon had the most entrances, one to the living room, one to the hallway, one to the garden, and to the 

study.
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PLANCIUS BLOCK [1854]  |  ROOM USE & TYPE

The house only took up one floor and only had two rooms: a living room and a bedroom. The living room was 

separated into several uses that each had a small area specifically for that use. A cupboard bed made for a 

sleeping area and the closet for cooking was on the opposite side. In addition, the house had a separate room 

for the toilet, which was new luxorious the time. 
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|  CONNECTIVITY & THRESHOLD

The nodes in the living room each had a soft separation from the whole space. The cupboard bed had curtains 

and the cooking area had small doors. The hallway between the staircase and the living room literally created 

more distance between the public ara and private area and added an extra threshold. 

The connectivity in between rooms was straightforward: the livingroom acts as the centre of the dwelling with 

a sanitary room on one side and the bedroom on the other.  The connections between the rooms took place at 

the street side of the dwelling.
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VAN BEUNINGENSTRAAT [1909]  |  ROOM USE & TYPE

The separation of rooms in the Van Beuningenstraat is very similar to the standard model of contemporary 

houses. The two bedrooms gave the opportunity to separate the children from the parents, giving the parents 

much needed privacy. These rooms were now also separated from the living room by a hallway. The kitchen 

area that was placed into a small closet in the Plancius Block now has an own room, but still remains to be 

small.

LIV
IN

G

EATING

STORAGE

READING
W

C
S

LE
E

P
IN

G

S
LE

E
P

IN
G

C
O

O
K

IN
G

PRIVATE ENTRANCE
PUBLIC ENTRANCE

CORRIDOR
HALLWAY
CLOSET
EXTERIOR SPACE

ROOM



113

|  CONNECTIVITY & THRESHOLD

All rooms except for the kitchen can be reached by a single corridor connected to the entrance of the dwelling. 

The living room is the connection between the kitchen and the rest of the house. Although the kitchen is 

separated from this routing, it does have its own entrance to the back of the block. Houses today often still 

have this entrance on the back and use it as a entrance for the inhabitants of the dwelling only.
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HUIS SONNEVELD [1933]  |  ROOM USE & TYPE

The living room is wrapped around a central area of hallways, storage closets, and stairs. This area has many 

doors leading to small rooms and closets. upon entering the living room, this completely changes. In the same 

way as the Plancius block, the living room has different uses in several areas without walls separating them. 

However, the bedroom and cooking area are not combined with the living space. The bedrooms are up- and 

downstairs and the cooking area is placed in a different volume. 
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|  CONNECTIVITY & THRESHOLD

The kitchen is disconnected from the living room by placing an extra room as buffer between the kitchen and 

the living room. The inhabitants could get some tea, for example, without having to enter the kitchen. 

The kitchen also still has its own entrance from the outside. However, in this case, this entrance was not to be 

used by the inhabitants but by the servants. 

While the threshold to enter the kitchen has increased, the livingroom has no thresholds between the different 

functions. One could move from the study to the dining area to the seating area without having to pass a single 

threshold.
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DE PEPERKLIP [1983]  |  ROOM USE & TYPE

The plan of the maissionettes in the Peperklip is made up out of the same three areas that made up the 

plan in Huis Sonneveld: a living room and a kitchen wrapped around a routing area that gives access to the 

upper floor. The living also serves as dining room and the kitchen also servers as a place to sit. The kitchen 

had a direct connection with the living room similar to the Van Beuningenstraat. In this case the kitchen was, 

however, part of the internal routing. The only room that has not changed in all three houses for the lower 

income segment of society is the toilet. In each case it was placed in a small closet that could be entered from 

the hallway.
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|  CONNECTIVITY & THRESHOLD
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SCHUTTERSVELD [2003]  |  ROOM USE & TYPE

This floorplan has been simplified compared to the previous cases. It only consists of one large room, a 

staircase, and a balcony. Except for a sleeping area, it does still have all the uses of of the house seen in the 

other cases. The living room is part kitchen, part relaxing area, part dining area, and part hallway. The space has 

no more small closets or hallways but only one large open plan.
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|  CONNECTIVITY & THRESHOLD

The connectivity between the kitchen and the living is thus reduced to an open space of three meters. The 

connection with the rest of the house is also smooth. No door separates the living room from the other floors 

thanks the open staircase. Therefore, the only door in the plan is the door to the balcony. On a summer day, 

this door can be slid open about two meters removing this threshold as well.
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VAN ASCH VAN WIJCKSKADE [1835]  |  SECTION & VOLUME

The kitchen in the house on the Van Asch van Wijckskade was spacious and the second largest of the six cases. 

It was not filled up with built-in furniture as the kitchens to come. The storage area was moved to an adjacent 

room, reducing the amount of cupboards needed in the kitchen itself. Therefore, there was enough space for 

multiple people using the room together. The lack of built-in furniture and the square shape made it easy to 

arrange the space in several different ways because the furniture could fit anywhere. The height of the room 

was about a meter lower than the rest of the house but still an acceptable 2,6 meters. 
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PLANCIUS BLOCK [1854]  |  SECTION & VOLUME

The architect defined the kitchen as the small area inside the hearth. However, in practice this house did not 

really have a kitchen as a separate space in the room. The entire living room could serve as the kitchen but also 

served as bedroom. Therefore, the space is big when needed but reduced to the space of the hearth when it is 

not needed. Despite being used for much more uses than the kitchen in the Van Asch van Wijckskade, the space 

is only slightly bigger than that kitchen. The size of the space allowed for many people to be in the kitchen 

together. 
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VAN BEUNINGENSTRAAT [1909]  |  SECTION & VOLUME

This kitchen is the second smallest of all of the six cases, behind the Plancius Block. It only has a narrow 

corridor from one door to another. Therefore, it only could probably used by two people at the same time. The 

entire space was made for one function: cooking. The form of the space imposes an arrangement of the stove 

and cabinets: there is only one place suitable for a stove and one space for cupboards.
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HUIS SONNEVELD [1933]  |  SECTION & VOLUME

Huis Sonneveld has the largest kitchen of the six cases. It spans two rooms: the main kitchen and a separate 

space used mainly for storage and small tasks. The main kitchen has most of its open space in the centre of the 

room, surrounded by cupboards, countertops, and machines. The space could house a large group of people 

due to the amount of open space. At the ‘back’ of the kitchen the space opens up to give room for a small 

seating area.



The Kitchen124

DE PEPERKLIP [1983]  |  SECTION & VOLUME

The size of this kitchen has increased compared to the Van Beuningenstraat and can therefore have more 

people in it at the same time. The open space is not reduced to its bare minimum needed to cook, making the 

room more spacious than the Van Beuningenstraat. The space still has the same division in the space: one 

side for the kitchen machine and an open space next to it. Similar to Huis Sonneveld, this open space near the 

windows gives room for a table and three chairs. 
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SCHUTTERSVELD [2003]  |  SECTION & VOLUME

Although Schuttersveld has an open kitchen, the cooking area is still distinguishable in the room. In the other 

cases, Where the kitchen block surrounds the open space in the other cases, the open space in this kitchen is 

wrapped around the kitchen block in this case. This makes the kitchen block usable by more people at the same 

time from different sides. The size of the kitchen is approximately the same as in the Peperklip, but it does feel 

larger because of the open connection with the living room and the compactness of the kitchen block.
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VAN ASCH VAN WIJCKSKADE [1835]  |  MACHINES

A stove was probably the only piece of machinery in this kitchen. It had to be connected to a chimney with a 

flue. Therefore, it was placed in the corner of the kitchen where the chimney was. However, it is not built in the 

kitchen as is the case in contemporary housing. One of the biggest differences between this kitchen and the 

those of the other cases is the lack of running water and a drain.

STOVE
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PLANCIUS BLOCK [1854]  |  MACHINES

The drawings of the architect do not show a stove but a type of brazier placed in the confinement of the 

fireplace. In addition to this tool, this was one of the first houses for the working class that had running water. 

The water was provided by a tap placed in a nook with a drain that disposed the water on the street. Both the 

brazier and the sink were hidden in the space: the sink in a nook and the brazier in behind doors.

FIRE PIT

SINK 
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VAN BEUNINGENSTRAAT [1909]  |  MACHINES

Both the sink and the stove were taken into account in the design of the kitchen. A nook was made for the stove 

and the sink was placed in the countertop. The countertop itself is also a tool specifically for the kitchen. It made 

for a convenient work surface whilst cooking or doing the dishes. All the kitchen equipment was placed in a 

row on one side of the room with a corridor as operating space next to them.

SINK

STOVE
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HUIS SONNVELD [1933]  |  MACHINES

In Huis Sonneveld, the invasion of machines starts to take place. A plethora of tools to make the kitchen work 

easier had been incorporated in the design. In addition to the sinks and stove, the kitchen had a garbage 

disposal that was connected with a large trash collector downstairs, and a food lift to bring in groceries and 

easily transport prepared food. It was not only the kitchen that became filled with technology, built-in radio’s 

and all sorts of lighting fixtures were added to the interior. All this technology was hidden in the furniture in the 

living areas, but no effort was made to hide the technology used in the kitchen.

STOVE

EXHAUST

SINK

SINK
SINK

GARBAGE 
DISPOSAL

FOOD
LIFT
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DE PEPERKLIP [1983]  |  MACHINES

All the machines and tools needed for cooking were now fit into a small efficient kitchenette. This kitchenette 

had everything in it: storage, a countertop, a sink, and a drainer. There was space reserved to place the stove 

and refrigerator next to it. The kitchenette itself could now be seen one machine used for cooking. For all the 

functions it has, it does not take up much space.

STOVE &
OVEN

REFRIDGERATOR

SINK

KICHENETTE
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SCHUTTERSVELD [2003]  |  MACHINES

Also in this case, all the machinery of the kitchen is cramped into one block that works together as a machine. 

The pans used on the stove can immediately be placed in the dishwasher after cooking. All together, the 

kithcen has more machinery in it than the Peperklip. The addition of a coffee machine, a dishwasher, and a large 

exhaust make food preperation even easier. The machines are hidden away in a designed piece of furniture that 

looks less industrial than the kitchen of Huis Sonneveld for example.

STOVE

OVEN

DISHWASHER

COFFEE 
MACHINE
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The rise of efficiency and hygiene at the turn of the century, discussed in the previous chapter, 

led to dwellings with a separate kitchen specialised for cooking. An activity that were formerly done 

in a generic space around the fireplace was placed in a room specifically made for that function. This 

transformation of the design and use, is a trend in the entire dwelling in the period up to around 1930. 

After this time, the cases of this research project show a return to generic spaces. Contemporary houses 

are returning to a diverse use of rooms, somewhat similar to the nineteenth century.

By 1900, 60% of all houses in the Netherlands consisted of one or two rooms. This changed 

dramatically in the twentieth century, leading to 85% of all houses having four or five rooms by 2001.1 

The increase of the number of rooms cannot be attributed to an increase of the household because the 

average household decreased in size. It decreased from 4½ people in 1909 to a mere 2½ people in 2000.2 

However, the increase of the amount of rooms might be attributed to a separation of the activities of 

dwelling. 

In the nineteenth century, the houses consisting of one or two rooms were often inhabited by people 

with a lower income. Only having one or two rooms meant that all activities of dwelling had to take 

place within the same limited space. The Plancius Block, built in 1854, is a prime example of such a 

house. [p. 37]] It consisted of two rooms: a living room and a bedroom. The living room had a built-

in cooking area, a cupboard bed, and a place in the corner to wash oneself. The room was used for a 

combination of cooking, eating, sleeping, and relaxing. [Fig. 17] These activities often took place at the 

same time. The house did, however, also have a bedroom, implying a separation of functions. However, 

the separation in this case was probably based on separating the sexes instead of the activity of 

sleeping.3 Moreover, the living room still remained a place for sleeping because it had a cupboard bed. 

Having two rooms for sleeping made it possible to have the boys and girls sleep separately, with the 

parents sleeping in the room with the girls. Separating the sexes was a much discussed topic in the time 

and already took place in the wealthier houses. In this design, the separation was probably inspired 

by the English architect Henri Roberts and his designs of cottages at the world exposition in London. 4 

The architect, P.J. Hamer, and the union that built the Plancius block, went on a study trip to this world 

exposition in 1851. 

.  

Fifty-five years later in 1909, a division of rooms based on activities is realised in another project for 

the working class: the Van Beuningenstraat. [p. 112] This house had a separate kitchen, bedrooms, and 

a living room. Gradually, this division of rooms became the standard model for houses and is still used 

in projects today, with minor modifications. The Peperclip in 1983 still had the same division of rooms, 

with two additions: extra bedrooms and a separate bathroom. [p. 116] The activities that all took place in 

one room in the Plancius Block, here got rooms solely made for that activity.

By separating the functions, the efficiency of the space could be increased. The rooms were designed 

to fit the activity taking place and the furniture needed for it. It also increased the privacy in the 

1 Montijn, 2001, p. 4

2 Montijn, 2001, p. 4

3 Schade, 1981, p. 72

4 Schade, 1981, p. 72 
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dwelling. The double sleeping areas in the Plancius Block show people becoming aware of their privacy 

halfway the nineteenth century. However, cupboard beds were still necessary to provide privacy in the 

generic living room and for the parents in the communal bedroom. The amount of privacy increased 

with the Van Beuningenstraat having separate bedrooms and has continued up to the point that each 

child has their own room in the Peperklip. 

In the houses for the wealthy, this trend towards specific rooms is only applicable for the bedrooms. 

Even the extremely large and rich housing in the nineteenth century did not have a separate bedroom 

for each child yet. The house of Nienhuys in Amsterdam for example, designed by A. Salm in 1888, only 

had one room for the boys and one room for the girls. Probably the need for privacy within the house 

was not that much of an issue in the time. This had changed by 1933, when Huis Sonneveld had a room 

for every child. However, this separation is based on privacy and not separating activities.

If we look at the development of the other rooms in the wealthy houses, an opposite trend is seen. 

The rooms have become more generic. The house by Salm had a music room, a reception, three types of 

salons, a study, and a dining room. As the names imply, each room had a specific function. The house 

on the Van Asch van Wijckskade in 1835 also had a large collection of rooms, although to a lesser extent, 

all for a specific use. [p. 108] In contrast to the housing for the working class, the house by Zocher had a 

living room, kitchen, bedrooms, and a study. Moreover, there was a division into a representative salon 

[FIGuRE 17] A 1914 house where the wife and daughter are preparing dinner while the son is laying in the cupboard bed. Cooking, sleeping, and 

living often took place in the same room in the dwellings for the lower income segments of society.
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on the street side and a living room in the back of the dwelling. The first specification of rooms we saw 

in the houses for the lower incomes in the nineteenth century, had already started in the eighteenth 

century for the wealthy. 5 The specification of rooms in working-class houses was probably lagging 

behind in comparison to the dwellings for the higher class. Implementation of architectural ideas and 

belief often started with the higher class and was handed down to the lower classes over time.6 

The return to generic spaces happened in the twentieth century. [Fig. 18] Huis Sonneveld was a 

frontrunner in this trend by having multiple activities taking place in the living room. A relaxed sitting 

area to be together with the family, a desk surrounded by bookshelves functioning as an office, and a 

dining table were all placed in the same room. [p. 57] Whilst the father was working in the office space, 

he still had a visual connection with his children conversing on the couch and an audible connection 

with his wife having lunch in the dining corner. The room had a multitude of uses and the distinction 

between them had diminished. The only remainders of the separated spaces a century before, were the 

separate kitchen and bedrooms. In addition, the office could still be separated from the room with a 

folding wall if necessary.

Although Huis Sonneveld was a frontrunner, it was no exception in its combination of activities in 

5 Montijn, 2001, p. 4

6 Prak, 1991, p. 27

[FIGuRE 18] Photograph by J. Versnel of a model dwelling in Amsterdam in 1956. The livingroom had both a space to work and a space to relax. The 

large window provided enough light even for the desk at the back of the room.
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one space. More houses exchanged the dining room for a dining corner in the living room. 7 The former 

strict way of living of the upper-class in the nineteenth century had become more free in the twentieth 

century. The strict way of living had asked for several rooms: a room for the coffee after dinner, a 

room for the ladies to talk, and a salon for guests. This lifestyle was replaced by a more free lifestyle 

in the twentieth century, accompanied by a free use of the space in the dwelling. The case of 2003, 

Schuttersveld, shows a continuation of the trend of rooms becoming more generic by adding the kitchen 

to the living room and thus making the living room both a space for cooking and living.

THE KITCHEN AS A LIVING SPACE

The combination of cooking and living we see in Schuttersveld was also the case in the nineteenth 

century kitchen. [Fig. 19] In the design by Zocher of 1835, the kitchen is quite large and has a nearly 

square form. [p. 120] This made the room very spacious and probably used as a place for living in 

addition to cooking.8  It would most likely have had a table, chairs, a stove, and a cupboard placed 

inside of it. Therefore, it also made for a social space where the family could come together. This meant 

that the table placed inside the room had a multi purpose use. It could be used as a dining area, a place 

to converse, play games, or as a countertop used for cutting your vegetables. [Fig. 20] A large part of the 

daily life took place at the kitchen table in most of the houses.9 This also had a practical reason: the table 

7 Prak, 1991, p. 176

8 Prak, 1991, p. 63

9 Montijn, 2001, p. 56

[FIGuRE 19] A servant in 1829 brings the groceries into the kitchen for 

an old lady.

[FIGuRE 20] A painting made by C. Hansen showing the family eating 

at the kitchen table.
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often had a lighting fixture hanging above it, which made it possible to read and play games there when 

the sun was down.10

“In ‘t einde, Daniël liep naar de achterkamer, maar ook dáár vond hij niemand, totdat hij 

eindelijk, niet wetende welke geest in huis was gevaren, de keukendeur opende, en daar de 

oude Trien vond, die half aamechtig op haar stoel zat.”11 

The kitchens of the working class were all the more diverse in their use. In the houses of the 

Plancius Block the kitchen was combined with living room where it shared the room with a bed. [p. 

39] The furniture most likely had to be rearranged for different activities throughout the day. For 

example, after dinner the chairs would be placed near the fire to turn the dining space into a sitting 

area. The space was truly generic in terms of use. This combination of living and cooking had a practical 

advantage. Cooking in the kitchen produced heat that could be put to use in the living areas. This 

effectively reduced the amount of heat needed to heat up the living area, making it especially useful in 

the housing for the less wealthy. In addition, most poor families could only afford one heating device. 

Therefore, even when iron heaters came in reach of the working class, they were often used to cook on 

as well and placed in the living room.12

The kitchen lost its generic use around the beginning of the twentieth century. Like most houses of 

the time, the kitchen designed in 1909 in the Van Beuningenstraat was not designed as a living space 

anymore.13  The amount of space in the kitchen was drastically decreased to a space just wide enough 

to operate the row of machines. [p. 122] The kitchen was probably deemed unnecessary to be a social 

space and therefore designed to be used by no more than two people at a time and therefore. There 

was no room for any chairs, tables, or any other furniture, only cooking equipment. [p. 48] The large 

table that could be used for a multitude of uses was replaced by a counter top made specifically for the 

preparation of food. This counter top to be used while standing and was therefore it was higher than 

a normal table and had cupboards underneath it instead of space for chairs. The form of the kitchen 

forced people to not sit around the kitchen table, but in the living room ‘as decent people’.14 The living 

kitchen found not to be in line with a orderly modern household.15 In its use and design, the kitchen of 

the Beuningenstraat was no exception in the division of cooking and living. In the dwellings designed 

by the Amsterdamse School, around 1920, the kitchens were made small on purpose, to make it 

impossible to be used as a living space.16 

10 Montijn, 2001, p. 56

11 Cremer, 1856, p. 133 [Translation: “At the end, Daniël walked towards the back room, but also did not find anyone there. 

He finally, not knowing what hat happend in the house, opened the kitchen door where he found the old Trien, who was 

sitting on a chair catching her breath.”]

12 Montijn, 2001, p. 65

13 De Vreeze, 2001, p. 32

14 Montijn, 2001, p. 34

15 De Vreeze, 2001, p. 108

16 Van Geest, 2001, p. 78
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[FIGuRE 21] The kitchen of a dwelling in Nagelen photographed by T. Baart in 1986. The kitchen is used for cooking and eating.

[FIGuRE 22] The open kitchen of a dwelling in 2009. The kitchen is not only a place to cook, but also to live.
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Another example of the specification of the kitchen is the implementation of the Frankfurter Kitchen 

in the Weißenhofsiedlung by the Dutch architect J.J.P. Oud.17 The architect added a viewport from the 

kitchen to the living room so the housewife could watch the children whilst cooking in the kitchen.18 

This was necessary because the children were not supposed to play in the kitchen. Playing happened in 

the living room. The design of the Frankfurter Kitchen itself, by Austrian architect Margarete Schütte-

Lihotzky in 1925, was a very specific space made solely for one activity: cooking. “The design was a 

further step in the evolution of the Western home from the sixteenth-century sequence of generic rooms 

to the modern arrangement of specialised and spatially segregated rooms, organising different levels of 

intimacy and privacy around the utilitarian spaces of the bathroom and the kitchen.”19

Despite the living room regaining its generic use in Huis Sonneveld, the kitchen in this case kept 

its specific use. [p. 58] The table and chairs placed at the back of it might give the wrong idea, but they 

were placed there for the servants on their break, not destined for the owner of the house. The owner 

was actually not to enter the kitchen at all. [p. 114] Similar to the Van Beuningenstraat, the kitchen was 

seen as a specific space that provided food, without being a living area. 

The kitchen did regain its generic use somewhere after the Second World War. In 1983, in the 

Peperklip, the size of the kitchen had increased compared to the Van Beuningenstraat. All the machines 

that were placed in Huis Sonneveld, and more, were reduced to a single kitchenette in this maisonette 

for the working-class. [p. 130] Therefore, in addition to the specialised countertop, the space is big 

enough for a table and some chairs as well. Hereby the living area is reintroduced into the kitchen and 

makes the space part of living domain again. [Fig. 21] Two doors in the kitchen connect the room with 

both the living room and the hallway. The kitchen was more incorporated in the routing of the dwelling 

and was literally more connected to it. One can move from the entrance of the dwelling towards the 

living space through the kitchen, whereas the kitchen was only an appendix in the Van Asch van 

Wijckskade, the Van Beuningenstraat and Huis Sonneveld. [p. 116]

This connection is even stronger in the villas of Schuttersveld where the cooking area and the living 

are placed in the same room. As explained in the previous chapter, this connection is made possible 

by using several machines. But also the placement of the machines is crucial to make this connection. 

Having the kitchen block placed in the centre of the space makes it easier to connect the kitchen to the 

living room. The open space of the kitchen is adjacent to the open space of the living room. Only the 

wall had to be removed. 

The cooking area is also less defined as a space solely for cooking. All the cooking machines 

are put into a block, with the space surrounding it. [p. 131] This is exactly the opposite of Huis 

Sonneveld, which had the machines surrounding the space. [p. 129] The machines in the kitchen of 

Huis Sonneveld determined the form and use of the space inside. In Schuttersveld, the machines 

are placed in the centre of the cooking area instead of being its boundaries. The form and use of 

the cooking area is less determined by the machines alone, but also by the other space around it. 

17 Taverne et. al., 2001, p.294

18 Oud, 1929, p. 383

19 Heynen, 2015, p.44
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Therefore, the space feels less of a machine domain and more like a living domain. The space the space 

also visually appears more liveable, by hiding the machines in a pleasantly looking piece of furniture. 

Instead of being dominated by cooking equipment, the space feels more liveable. 

The furniture in the kitchen of the villas of Schuttersveld also implies a generic use of the space. 

[p. 78] A large dining table with six chairs is used for eating but can also be a casual sitting area and 

bar stools placed at the kitchen island transform the countertop into a sitting area in addition to a 

cooking area, similar to the multi-purpose table in the Plancius Block. [Fig. 22] The cooking area can be 

used enjoy coffee with the family, sit at a table alone to read a book, or even hang at a bar after dinner, 

talking with the person doing the dishes. In its more diverse use, the kitchen has also regained its social 

function. The generic use of the kitchen goes even further in other contemporary houses, with bars with 

newspaper racks, small reading tables, and even televisions in fridges. 

COMBINATION OF NODES

In the transformation of the plan, Huis Sonneveld showed a generic use of the living room with 

several activities taking place in one room. However, this does not yet mean that the space in the living 

room was generic. Although the room could be used to work, eat, or relax, it still had an office space, 

a dining space, and a living space. [p. 157] Each node was used and designed for a specific function. 

The chairs placed in these nodes, for example, were designed for one specific use. At the fireplace and 

core, soft chairs with a low seat and a reclining back made you lean back and relax. [Fig. 13] The chairs 

at the writing desk and dining table, however, had a straight back and made you sit more forward, 

hanging over your writing or food. They were also less soft and snug than the chairs at the fireplace 

and therefore intended for an active position. The chair at the office desk was formed the same way, but 

could also rotate to face the bookshelf. The space itself was thus not generic but made for one specific 

function.

As explained above, the generalisation space did take place in the kitchen. Is a similar 

transformation visible in the living room and the core of the dwelling? If we think about the amount of 

people sitting behind their laptops on the couch checking their work e-mail whilst watching television, 

it seems so. [Fig. 27] The office space, that was a specific space in Huis Sonneveld, can be transferred 

anywhere in the house thanks to a portable foldable desk which can rest on your lap. Therefore, the 

dining table or couch can be used as an office space just as easy as the office space in Huis Sonneveld. 

In contemporary houses, the core of the dwelling has become the decor of different uses that were 

formally split up in different nodes in the room. The salon of the Van Asch van Wijckskade in 1835 

consisted of two nodes: one around the fireplace and one near the window. [p. 153]. Different activities 

would take place in each of the areas. The fireplace was the core of the dwelling and the place to 

sit, relax, and converse with others. The core benefited from the warmth and cosiness of the flames. 

The book of Nicolas Beets written in 1839 describes the fireplace as the social place which provided 

amusement. [Fig. 23]
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[FIGuRE 23] A interior scene of around 1800 showing  the inhabitants and their guests have gathered around the hearth.
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[FIGuRE 24] The node at the window was most often used activities 

that needed light.

[FIGuRE 26] The superior heating ability of the heater made it possible ot sit close to the window for light, but still be warm.

[FIGuRE 25] In this dwelling of 1975 the core is place against the 

window and can also be used for knitting.
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“En zijn gezin en buren, om den haard vergaderd, hooren met belangstelling en welgevallen 

nog eens naar de oude jachtfeiten, van de drie hoenders met de twee loopen, en van de twee 

eenden in één schot!”20 

“Bij deze bijzondere gelegenheid ligt er, reeds vóór November, een net gebouwd turfvuurtje 

in den helder gepolijsten haard; het is alleen maar opdat er met schik stoelen omheen zou aan 

den kunnen worden gezet, voor de heeren.”21

The other node, near the window, was most often the scene of activities that needed the light given 

by the window such as reading, working, or needlework. [Fig. 24] In contrast to the core, the space 

around the window was a space for one or two individuals and did not provide much social interaction. 

Both nodes were separated spatially in the room. They are placed opposite to each other, with the 

routing separating them. [p. 153] The main walkway from door to door passed between the two nodes. 

The spatial separation of both nodes was not only due to the different use, but also for thermal comfort. 

The distance from the fireplace to the window had to be large enough to not have the cold from the 

window reach the people sitting around the warm fireplace. Therefore, the fireplace was often placed 

towards the inside of the dwelling, away from the window. 

“Heftig liep hij op en neer, op en neer, zelf nerveus, haar nerveuzer makend - toen met een 

ruwe ruk aan de stoel, plofte hij neer in de fauteuil bij het raam. Zij zat in de lichtkring van 

de lamp - hij bij het raam.”22 

In the living room of the Van Beuningenstraat in 1909 both of these nodes coincide. [p. 157] The 

one at the heater and the one at the window were close enough to have overlap. Despite the fireplace 

is still placed towards the inside of the room the heat reached the window thanks to the superior 

heating ability of the wrought iron heater and the reduced distance between the window and the 

fireplace. [p. 166] The cold radiation of the window became less of an issue, because the heater produced 

significantly more warmth than an open fireplace.23 [p. 164] This means that one can read a book near 

the window with enough light whilst still being in the warm social space around the heater. [Fig. 26] The 

design of the room also creates the overlap. The logistics of the space did not divide the two nodes in 

the way it did in the case of Zocher. [p. 157] The routing took place at the back of the room and forces 

the core to move towards the front: towards the window. However, there would probably still have 

been two different nodes in the room. On a cold day you would probably still have to sit close to the 

20 Beets, 1839, p. 240. [Translation: “And his family and neighbours gathered around the fireplace and listened to the old 

hunting stories again, the one with the three birds and two barrels, and the one with two ducks with one shot.”]

21 Beets, 1839, p. 73-74. [Translation: “For this special occasion, despite it not even being November, the brightly polished 

hearth is filled with a freshly lit peat fire; only so the chairs for the gentleman can be placed around it with satisfaction.]

22 Heijermans, 1898, p. 147 [Translation: “He was furiously walking up and down, up and down, making himself nervous, 

making her nervous when, with a rough jerk of the chair, he sat down in an airm chair. She sat in the circle of light around 

the table, he sat at the window.

23 Stokroos, 2001, p. 9-10
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heater and to look outside over the street you would have to move close to the window. 

Although Huis Sonneveld in 1933 still had several nodes which were each designed a specific 

function, the placement of the core did indicate a coinciding of activities. The core was placed between 

two windows and two radiators hidden underneath the window sills filling it with both warmth and 

light. Therefore, the core had enough light to read, but was also comfortable enough to sit with the 

family or guests on a cold day. The placement of the core and the panoramic window also provided you 

with a view without having to leave your seat. The core had the possibility to be used as the space in 

front of the fireplace and the space in front of the window at the same time. However, whether the core 

was used like this is unlikely, because the other nodes in the room were designed specifically for these 

activities.

The separate node at the window disappeared in both the Peperklip (1983) and Schuttersveld 

(2003). [p. 163] The core was now the space for the activities that used to take place there. With the 

television as replacement of the focus point of the core, the core could be placed more freely in the room. 

Therefore, it was possible to move the core towards the window and use the space for the activities that 

needed light. [Fig. 25] 

The television also changed another node in the living room: the dining area. Between the time that 

people had to sit close to the hearth for sufficient warmth and the time of the television, most of the 

[FIGuRE 27] The core is used for multiple-purposes in contemporary houses.
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activities took place at the dining table.24 Dinner was eaten there, games were played, and stories were 

told there. The space was quite generic. The dinner table was used for this because it most often was the 

only space in the house with artificial light.25 The introduction of the television moved the storytelling 

and games to the couch. The sofas and chairs facing this new ‘fireplace’ created a social space around 

it and removed it from the dinner table. But the television did not stop there. The dining area of some 

families has now also moved to the core. Dinner is eaten in front of the television with a plate on your 

lap. In comparison with the dwellings the nineteenth century, most of the activities that formerly 

happened in different nodes across the dwelling, now all take place at the core. The individual space 

near the window, the node at the fireplace, and in some cases even the dining table are combined in one 

generic space that makes up for most of the living room. 

UNIVERSALLY USEABLE SPACE

Technical advancements are one of the main reasons for the generalisation of spaces. Developments 

as double glazing, central heating, and artificial lighting have made it possible to use the entire room 

for anything comfortably. Whether you want to read your book in one corner of the dwelling or right in 

the middle of a room, it is probably possible and comfortable either way. The distinction between rooms 

and spaces is reduced because each room is physiologically comfortable. The entire space of the room 

can be used the same way, making the spaces indifferent. This was most definitely not the case 200 years 

ago.

The salon in the house designed by Zocher in 1835 received lighting from one large window on the 

street side and two smaller windows on the garden side. [p. 208] The window on the street side is high 

and lets the light penetrate deep into the room. Together with the other two windows, the room is most 

likely lit sufficiently to perform day to day tasks. However, the light is not evenly distributed across 

the room. The high and narrow window creates a very bright spot right in front of it, which rapidly 

decreases in brightness towards the back and the sides. This results in dark corners in the space. If one 

wanted to read a book, he or she had to do it in front of the window. The same goes for outlook. Even 

though the window is quite large, it is not wide. Therefore, the amount of street visible through it is 

limited when looking at an angle. [p. 214] There is a big difference in outlook whether someone sits right 

in front of the window or whether he sits in the corner of the space

Whereas the best spot to look outside or read a book was at the window, the place you would want 

to be on a cold winter night is on the opposite of the room: in front of the fire. The open fireplace could 

not heat the entire room because most of the heat disappeared through the chimney. Inhabitants had to 

rely on the radiant heat of the open fire to warm themselves. The produced radiant heat was however 

also minimal. The mantelpiece around the open fire reduced the radiant heat to a cone in front of it. [p. 

164] Therefore, the inhabitants had to sit close to the open fireplace to be warmed.26 Both the lack of 

convectional heating and limited radiant heating resulted in temperature differences across the space. 

24 Montijn, 2001, p. 56

25 Montijn, 2001, p. 56

26 Stokroos, 2001, p. 9-10
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These temperature differences were even needed for the open fireplace to function properly. They 

created an air current in the space that provided the fire with oxygen.27 The design of the room made the 

space in it very diverse in terms of temperature, amount of light, and outlook and different spots were 

suited for different uses. [Fig. 13]

In the Van Beuningenstraat in 1909, the windows still had the same proportions as the house 

designed by Zocher: the height is double the width. [p. 198] However, the windows are much smaller 

and the living room has two of them next to each other. This results in a much more even spread of light 

entering the room and less difference between light and dark areas. [p. 210] Although the light intensity 

is still higher right in front of windows, the light entering the room decreases towards the back equally 

across the width of the room. In comparison, the light in the house on the Van Asch van Wijckskade 

was distributed across the space radially from the window. The outlook in the living room of the Van 

Beuningenstraat is also more uniform. The two windows give approximately the same view of the 

outside from each angle in the room. [p. 220] It is only dependant on the distance between the person 

and the window, and less on the angle one is looking from. 

In terms of heating, the Van Beuningenstraat still has a mantelpiece around the fireplace. However, 

it does not contain an open fire in it, but a wrought iron heater. As mentioned before, the heating ability 

of these heaters was superior in comparison to an open fireplace. Only a small portion of the air heated 

by the heater left the room through the chimney, leaving most of the warm air in the room. [Warmth BS] 

The air could then circulate in the room, warming it up uniformly.28 

In addition to the improved convectional heating abilities, the radiant heat of a wrought iron 

heater could also reach further into the space. Whilst the radiant heat of a well-stoked heater is often 

too strong sit close to, the open fireplace was often described to only give the user warm shins but a 

cold back.29 The iron casing was heated by the fire and radiated it across the space better and more 

consistently than an open fire. 30 To gain the same amount of heat from an open fire as from an heater, 

the fire would probably have to be large, disregarding the safety of the house and its inhabitants. With 

the use of a heater, the fire was contained inside the iron casing and could therefore be fired up with less 

safety issues. In addition, after the fire was extinguished, the iron remained warm for quite some time, 

allowing the space to still be heated. All these improvements of the heating device made it possible to 

heat the room more uniform and consistent, increasing the amount of usable space. However, due to the 

heating from one spot, temperature differences still remained in the space.

These differences dissolved more or less with the introduction of central heating. Central heating 

made it possible to keep the entire room at a uniform comfortable temperature relatively easy with the 

placement of radiators around the space. [p. 167] Instead of having only one or two warm spots in the 

house, the family could sit anywhere, together or separated. The differentiation between spaces in a 

room became independent of heat. There were still ‘warmer’ spots, near a radiator, but the temperature 

difference was negligible and all of the space was warm enough. In addition, spaces did not have to 

27 Stokroos, 2001, p. 11

28 Stokroos, 2001, p.12

29 Leeds, 1876, p. 107

30 Montijn, 2001, p. 64
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be separated from each other for better thermal comfort. Before central heating was utilised, it was 

important to keep the used space as small as possible to not spend precious heat on unused space. 

Especially with the introduction of the heater, which relied on filling the whole space with warm air, 

making the rooms as small as possible had its benefits. The smaller the room, the faster it was filled 

with warm air. A separation of activities was an easy way to achieve this. By having a study, this space 

could be shut off from the dwelling if no one was studying. Central heating allowed for all rooms in the 

house to be easily be kept at the same temperature simultaneously. Therefore, the necessity to separate 

functions for efficient heating was gone. A parting wall between the activities was not necessary to 

preserve heat because the spaces on either side of the parting wall were probably the same temperature 

anyway. The large open plan of Huis Sonneveld in 1933 is the result of it. [p. 57] Multiple spaces could 

be combined into one room without needing extreme amounts of heat to keep the space warm. This was 

likely one of the reasons that the office was placed in the living room in Huis Sonneveld, even though 

father Sonneveld was not working there the entire day. 

Central heating came within reach for the working-class thanks to the use of natural gas after the 

Second World War.31 In 1983, with the design of the Peperklip, the use of central heating was already 

widespread and heated the spaces in the working-class dwellings uniformly as well. In 2003 in the 

villas of Schuttersveld, it was even possible to connect the different levels with each other with an open 

staircase without worrying about the ability to heat up the larger space.

While the central heating system provided a universal spread of heat in the dwelling, artificial light 

helped provide a universal spread of light. Huis Sonneveld in 1933 was filled with several fixtures in 

different shapes and sizes to make every part of the space have enough light to perform most of the 

activities. After the electricity network was laid out in the Netherlands during the First World War, a 

simple light bulb could give every part of the room the same amount of light as the space in front of the 

window. This made the space in front of the window indifferent from the other spaces in the house in 

terms of light. However, daylight was often still preferred above artificial lighting. There is something 

about the natural colour and intensity of daylight that we find more comfortable than artificial light. 

For this, the ‘fenêtre en longueur’ was used. [p. 55] The long horizontal window gave an even 

distribution of light in large living room of Huis Sonneveld. [p. 211] The large width made the light 

enter evenly across the width of the space. The small height of the window reduced the difference 

in brightness between the space near the window and the back of the room, because the window 

did not face the bright sky anymore. [p. 205] This resulted in all the space having approximately the 

same diffuse lighting. It did not matter where you were sitting in the room, the light was the same 

everywhere. Also in regard to outlook, it did not matter much where you positioned yourself in the 

space because the wide window provided a panoramic outlook from nearly every point in the room. [p. 

224]

The double windows designed in the Van Beuningenstraat can be seen as a predecessor to this 

horizontal windows stretched along the entire length of the living room. They already gave a more even 

distribution of light and outlook. However, there was a crucial difference in the design of the plan. The 

31 Montijn, 2001, p. 65
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space behind the window in Huis Sonneveld was wide. The windows were placed on the long side of 

the rectangular plan. This in contrast to the plan of the Van Beuningenstraat, which was designed as a 

deep space with the windows on the short side. Therefore, in Huis Sonneveld, all spaces were close to 

a window. All the nodes in the living area have a similar large amount of light and outlook. In the Van 

Beuningenstraat and the previous cases, one node was placed near the window while the core took 

position more to the inside of the house. In terms of light, there was much more differentiation between 

the nodes in the Van Beuningenstraat than in Huis Sonneveld.

In these last two cases the uniform lighting of the living room is continued. The living room in the 

Peperklip has two large windows and in Schuttersveld one entire wall of the living room is a window. 

In both cases the core was placed against these horizontal orientated windows. The living rooms 

were also designed as a rectangle with, window(s) on the long side, making for a wide space with all 

activities taking place near a window. [p. 77] Although the proportions of the windows are less extreme 

than in Huis Sonneveld, the windows still provide an even distribution of light and outlook throughout 

the rooms. 

The universal lighting also reached the kitchen. The dark kitchen with minimal windows in the Van 

Asch van Wijckskade and the Van Beuningenstraat, placed at the back of the dwelling, was replaced 

in Huis Sonneveld by a light kitchen. [p. 58] The kitchen had one wide window above the countertop 

and two large windows at the small table at the back. The lighter kitchens remained in both the designs 

of the Peperklip and Schuttersveld. In the Peperklip, the kitchen had a huge window overlooking the 

[FIGuRE 28] Wide windows in this 1986 dwelling in Hoofddorp evenly distribute the light in the space behind it. A node of the dwelling is placed right 

in front of the window.
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interior of the block and in Schuttersveld, two horizontal windows light the kitchen from two sides. [p. 

78] Therefore, the contemporary kitchen is almost as light as the core of the dwelling and also has the 

same amount of outlook.

THE VALUE OF A SPACE

To conclude, the spaces in contemporary dwellings have become indifferent. The difference between 

spaces in the dwelling have decreased because each space has a similar large amount of light, outlook, 

and warmth. Therefore, each space in the house is suited for most of the activities of dwelling.  The 

multiple uses of the core and the kitchen show that a single space no longer is made for specific use. 

Each space can be used for several different activities simultaneously. Moreover, an activity is not bound 

to a certain space anymore. Do we play cards on the kitchen table or on the couch? It does not really 

matter actually. The use and design of these spaces has become generic. This makes the distinction 

between spaces is more difficult to make. What makes one space different than the other? In the time of 

Zocher, we moved to the space at the window to see what we were doing and moved to the space near 

the hearth if we were cold. Each of these spaces had a certain use and therefore, a certain value in the 

house. Due to the generalisation of spaces, part of this value is gone. 

In addition, not only can all the spaces in your own house provide the needs for most of the 

uses, the spaces of every other house in the neighbourhood will do just as good. How different is this 

in comparison with the nineteenth century, when a type of heating device, with its related thermal 

comfort, was “(…) much dependent on the social class to which one belonged.”32 A warm space was 

seen as something valuable which made your house useable. In 1938 a novel by Borderwijk still 

illustrates the prestige of heating. 

“Hij zei nog, hij wilde niet te armoedig schijnen zonder stookplaats: ‘s Winters heb ik hier 

een petroleumkachel.”33 

Currently, the value of our spaces is not found in a specific need it fulfils. All spaces provide these 

basic needs.34 You are comfortable anywhere in your home and have the freedom to use every room 

as you like. Therefore, we somehow might be becoming nomads within our own homes. Strutting 

about in a space, being able to sit down anywhere we want, while still being comfortable in that spot. 

In addition, we are able to do all of our activities there. We could work by using a laptop, have social 

interaction with a phone, see what the weather outside is like, be entertained by watching a movie, and 

even have enough light to knit a pair of mittens. All of this can be done without having to move around 

in the dwelling. It can all take place in a cocoon around us. The dwelling only has make sure that all the 

space is habitable for these cocoons. Because most of the dwellings in western society can provide this 

habitable space, it might rather be the cocoon around you that determines your level of comfort and not 

the room you are in.

32 Stokroos, 2001, p. 30

33 Bordewijk, 1938, p. 159. [Translation: “For he did not want to seem poor without a hearth he said: ‘I have petrol heater in 

here during the winter.’”]

34 Grima, 2015, p.21
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TYPES OF ANALYSIS:

1. Placement

A line a drawn over the central object of the core (the tv or the fireplace). This lines shows 

how central the object is placed in the space. The symmetrical elements of the room are 

grayed out on one side of the line.

2. Nodes

The different nodes in the living room are shown with a circle. The size and the amount of 

people in this circle show the importance of the node in the room.

3. Logistics

The logistics of the space is the connections between all the nodes and the acces to the 

room. The thick lines are the direct connections between the accespoints and the thinner 

lines are branches to the different nodes.

4. Convectional Heating

These drawings try to give an impression of how the use of warm air affects the heating 

of the living room. 

5. Radiant Heat

The direct radiant heat is depicted with red rays. The length of these rays is in accordance 

to the strength of the radiant heat the specific object provides.
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VAN ASCH VAN WIJCKSKADE [1835]  |  SYMMETRY

The fireplace is place in the center of the wall of the salon. A door on either side of it accentuate the central 

position of the fire place. In addition, the window is placed exactly on the opposite side and has approximately 

the same width of the fireplace. The composition of the room centers the fireplace and shows its importance.
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|  NODES & ROUTING

The living room has two nodes: one at the fireplace and one at the window. The node at the fireplace is the 

the core of the dwelling and sees the most activity. The logistics of the space pass around the core and split it 

from the other node at the window. All the entrances and the walkways of the people in the space are centred 

around the core. 
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PLANCIUS BLOCK [1854]  |  SYMMETRY

Also in this case the fireplace takes a central position in the space. It is placed in the centre of the wall and, 

similar to the Van Asch van Wijckskade, is accentuated by two doors placed on either side of it. The space on 

either side of the fireplace is not symettrical however.
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|  NODES & ROUTING

The space has several nodes, but the core of the dwelling is right in the centre of the space near the fireplace. 

This space is occupied by a large table that is probably one of the most used pieces of furniture in the house. 

The other nodes aree at the window and the bed . The walkways of the space go straight through the core and 

disperse to all the corners of the dwelling. Most likely, people moved to each of these other points of interest 

from the core and then returned to it. The core was not only the spatial and social centre, but probably also the 

centre of the routing.
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VAN BEUNINGENSTRAAT [1909]  |  SYMMETRY

The fireplace is still placed inthe center of the wall but is no accentuated with architectural elements. The space 

around is not very symmetrical. The fireplace is also not  placed on the inner most part of the dwelling but on a 

parting wall. Therefore, more dwellings could make use of the same chimney. 
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|  NODES & ROUTING

The distinction into different nodes is harder to make in the case of the Van Beuningenstraat. A circle of 

furniture around the fireplace was less likely to be made because the logistics area takes up most of the back 

of the room. It was also less necessary because the wrought iron heater could heat people sitting further away. 

The core of the dwelling probably had overlap with the node at the window that was still a separate node in 

the previous cases. The core of the dwelling is also less involved in the logistics of the space than it was in the 

Plancius Block. 
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HUIS SONNEVELD [1933]  |  SYMMETRY

The fireplace was not given its traditional central position in the space in Huis Sonneveld. It was rather put 

away in a corner away from the core of the dwelling. In addition, the fireplace is not part of the core of the 

dwelling anymore. The necessity of sitting around the fireplace this was taken away by central heating being 

able to keep the entire space comfortable.
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|  NODES & ROUTING

Huis Sonneveld has several nodes spread out in the space: an office space, seating around a fireplace, a small 

table at the window, a large sitting area, and the dining area. Despite not being part of the core, the fireplace 

did create another node near the office. The core of the dwelling was the large seating area in between two 

windows (in this image on the right hand side). This was the main spot to come together as a family or with 

guests. The walkways through the space do not coincide with the core but take up the centre of the space 

where one can fan out to one of the nodes. 
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DE PEPERKLIP [1983]  |  SYMMETRY

With the disappearance of the fireplace, the core of the dwelling is now often formed around the television. 

The functioning of the television was less dependant on its placement than the fireplace. Therefore, it could be 

placed in the corner of a space rather than taking a central position. The area of the core now spans from wall 

to wall with the television against one of the walls and the couch against the other.
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|  NODES & ROUTING

In addition to the core of the dwelling in front of the television, the space has another node: the dinner table. 

Still a lot of the activies toook place at this latter node. However, the node around the television gradually took 

up more functions. Reading, entertainment, talking, and even eating took place in front of the television.
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SCHUTTERSVELD [2003]  |  SYMMETRY

The placement of the core of the dwelling is not in the centre of the room anymore. The focus point of the 

core, the television, takes up central position at the core and has the people sitting around it. Similar to the 

Peperklip, the core now spans the entire space from wall to wall thanks to the television. 
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|  NODES & ROUTING

Although both the kitchen and the living space are in the same room, the logistics split up the space into two 

parts with the centre of the walkways being the stairs. This division of spaces splits up the two largest nodes 

in the house: the kitchen area and the television area. The kitchen area has become an important node that is 

used for more than cooking alone. However, the core of the dwelling remains in front of the television and will 

probably stay there for time to come.
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VAN ASCH VAN WIJCKSKADE [1835]  |  CONVECTION & RADIATION HEATING

The open fireplace designed by Zocher provided almost no heat through convection. Most of the hot air was 

exhausted through the chimney. This was necessary to keep the smoke out of the house and have a constant 

flow of oxygen to keep the fire going. The radiation heat of an open fire place is also sub-par. In addition, the 

mantelpiece reduced it to a small cone in front of it. All in all, the warmth of this fireplace was fine if you sat 

right in front of it, but it could not heat the entire room.
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PLANCIUS BLOCK [1854]  |  CONVECTION & RADIATION HEATING

The Plancius block also had an open fireplace and therefore, had to cope with the same bad heating abilities. 

The fireplace could be shut off from the room by closing two doors to reduce the amount of smoke entering 

the room. However, this also hampered both the convectional and radiant heating ability of the fireplace. 

Therefore, these doors would probably never have been shut when the fire was burning. In addition, by placing 

the fire in the back of this confinement the cone of radiant heat was further reduced.
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VAN BEUNINGENSTRAAT [1909]  |  CONVECTION & RADIATION HEATING

With the wrought iron heater, a lot less heat was lost through the chimney. The air in the space was heated 

up by the iron and then remained in the room as convectional heating. This was possible because the air did 

not have any smoke in it. The iron also had a much stronger and more constant spread of radiant heat than an 

open fire. The improvement of both ways of heating significantly increased the ease of keeping the room at 

temperature.
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HUIS SONNEVELD [1933]  |  CONVECTION & RADIATION HEATING

Although Huis Sonneveld still has a fireplace, the main heating was doen by central heating. Central heating 

could warm up the air in the space much faster than a heater and it also did it uniformly. Therefore, the entire 

space was comfortable in terms of temperature. The radiant heat of a single radiator was weaker than that of a 

wrought iron heater or open fireplace, but by using multiple of these devices the system provided more radiant 

heat in total. It also ensured that you were always close to a heat source.
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DE PEPERKLIP [1983]  |  CONVECTION & RADIATION HEATING

With better radiators and better isolation of the house, the amount of radiators could be reduced in the design 

of the Peperclip. A single radiator is able to keep the living room on a comfortable temperature by heating up 

the air. The convectional heating alone is enough to make the space feel comfortable. The radiator is placed at 

the core, as was the case with the other heating devices, to make the best use of the radiant heat.
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SCHUTTERSVELD [2003]  |  CONVECTION & RADIATION HEATING

The living space in Schuttersveld is heated by two devices: a convection heater and a radiator. The convection 

heater in the living room predominatly provides warm air without producing much radiant heat. The radiator in 

the kitchen supplies the heat for the other side of the room. It is striking that the heat generation of the kitchen 

has been reduced to such a degree, that it now needs a radiator to heat the space. In the Plancius block, the 

heat the kitchen provided was one of the reasons to incorporate it in the living space. In the nineteenth century, 

the kitchen was one of the warmest spaces in the house and used to heat up the living room.
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“The house is in the first instance the environment where the dweller can be himself and by 

himself, voluntarily isolated from the outside world. Since it is also a place where visitors 

are received, it is not only a persons own inner world, but also a showcase of that world: it 

indicates what a person wants to show the outside world of his own personal world. (…) 

Home is the place where you are yourself and where you show yourself.”1

The use of the house as a connection with the outside world is twofold. On the one hand the house 

is a sanctuary which can be used to hide from the outer world, on the other it is a tool to show yourself 

to the same world. This contrasting relationship can cause friction. The facade on the gallery side in 

the Peperklip exemplifies this friction. The entrance of the dwelling is placed inside a small nook to 

give entering the house gives a secluded feeling. [p. 67] However, after entering the secluded space 

and moving to the kitchen, your every doing is showcased through the large window on the same 

facade. [Kitchen PK] This duality of the affiliation with the outside world can be attributed to “the contrast 

between the ancient idea of the dwelling as a place of security and our need to relate to the outside 

world.”2 Both of these aspects, hiding and showcasing, have transformed in the dwellings of the past 

200 years. 

A major role in these changes is played by the transformation of the window. The window provides 

the strongest connection between the interior of the dwelling and the street outside. Whereas the door 

only provides a temporary connection, the window continuously connects the exterior with interior. 

Windows have therefore often been called the ‘eyes of the dwelling’.3 However, the connection is 

not only visual. Smells, for example, also pass the threshold of the dwelling through the window. 

Even in contemporary housing with airtight detailing, smells of food sometimes fill the street. Social 

interaction also happens through the window. You can communicate with someone by talking through 

an open window or waving through a closed one. The cases in this project show these diverse types of 

connections gradually disappearing. In contemporary houses, the connection between the street and the 

dwelling is limited to only one: the visual connection.

CONNECTION BETWEEN STREET AND DWELLING

In 1835, the private space inside the dwelling on the Van Asch van Wijckskade very much in contact 

with the street. The bottom part of the window facing the street could be opened, creating an opening 

in the facade large enough for someone to easily step through. [p. 25] The opening connected the living 

space inside the dwelling with the outside space. 

1 Ibelings, 2009, p. 16

2 Leupen, 2005, p. 170

3 Di Robilant, 2014, p. 666
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[FIGuRE 29] Painting form 1821 that shows the window giving a connection with the street.

[FIGuRE 30] The windows on the front facade of the Van Beuningenstraat.
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Nu, de heer Bruis had gelegenheid gehad om zich gedurende een groot kwartier te 

verlustigen in de nauwgezetheid, deze doktersmeid, die intusschen een langdurig gesprek 

gevoerd had met de dochter van een fruitvrouw, die uit naaien ging en voor een opgeschoven 

raam zat, zich van dezen haren plicht kweet.”4

The inhabitant could take part in the street life by seeing and being seen and talking with people 

passing by. [Fig. 29] The windowsill was about as high as that of a chair and could be used to sit on. The 

Dutch word for windowsill, ‘vensterbank’, literary means a ‘window bench’. Sitting on this bench, 

someone could place him- or herself right on the threshold between interior and exterior and be part of 

both.

The Plancius Block of 1854 also has a large window connecting the living space to the street. [Window 

PL] The window could be opened by sliding the bottom part up so the inhabitants could lean over the 

windowsill to look up and down the street or, with raised voice, converse with the neighbour. The Van 

Beuningenstraat in 1909 has the same type of sliding windows. [Fig. 30] Despite their smaller size and 

higher windowsill, opening the windows still created a large opening in the facade. [p. 45] Smells and 

sounds travelled between the interior and the street and the inhabitants and take place in the street life 

while being inside their dwelling. In this time, a large portion of life still took place on the street. The 

space in front of your house was a place to meet people, but also wash your children, for example. [Fig. 

31] 

“Van benee, door de opene straatdeur gonsde stemmengewar, langzaam hokkelen van wielen 

over keien, schrappen van paardehoeven.”5 

The windows of the Van Beuningenstraat are, however, much smaller than the windows in the Van 

Asch van Wijckskade and the Plancius Block. [p. 198] These smaller windows were more common in 

the time. The houses of the Amsterdamse school, built around 1920, had the same smaller windows to 

discouraged housewives to hang out the window and talk with each other.6 This way of taking part of 

street life was seen as indecent. The windows in the Van Beuningenstraat were probably also downsized 

for this reason.

The connection with the street was almost completely removed in Huis Sonneveld. The design 

of these modernistic houses reduced the connection with the city. 7 Opening the windows of Huis 

Sonneveld still created a large opening towards the street, but the deep windowsill literally created 

a distance between the inhabitant and the street. [p. 224] The inhabitant could not lean out of 

the window anymore. He or she had to stay within the confinement of the dwelling and use the 

4 Beets, 1839, p. 125 [Translation: “For a quarter of an hour, Mister Bruis had the opportunity to enjoy the accurate way this 

doctor’s assistant, who, in the meantime, had a long conversation with the daughter of the fruit lady sitting in front of an 

open window, did her job.”]

5 Heijermans, 1898, p. 64 [Translation: “From downstairs, through the open door, the buzz of voices, the hobble of carts on 

the cobbles, and the scraping of horse hooves, could be heard.”

6 Van Geest, 2001, p. 78

7 Theunissen, 2004, p. 55
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panoramic view to look over the street. [View SO] The garden also increased the distance between the 

dweller and the street. The connection with the street was effectively reduced to its visual facet. For the 

interior of the house, the street had become nothing more than a framed picture.

After the Second World War, the closed off trend for houses was continued. The Peperklip is one of 

these post-war buildings that lacks a connection with the city. The only way the massive closed housing 

block interacts with the street around it, is by shutting itself off from it. On the interior of the block, the 

building opens up a bit with the galleries and the entrances to the dwellings. Although the windows of 

the Peperklip still provide a good view of the city, they only allow for the top part of the window to be 

opened. [p. 65] This small opening was needed for sufficient ventilation, but made it impossible to lean 

outside and talk with people. In this case, the window is solely used as a frame of the outside world.

The need for this small opening for ventilation is also disappearing in contemporary houses due to 

the development of air conditioning. This has reached its extreme with dwellings that are completely 

mechanically ventilated.8 To make this system work, these dwellings have to be as airtight as possible 

and do not allow for the dwellers to open their windows. The dwelling has its own air and does not let 

the inhabitant have any relation with the street other van visual. Therefore, the interior of the dwelling 

is further removed from the public street life. “The trends in climate technology are already showing 

that whoever can afford it, is busy withdrawing from the shared bad quality air.”9 

8 Otten & van Silfhout, 2008. [A documentary about mechanically ventilated dwellings in 2008 by Zembla suggested that this 

form of ventilation was unhealthy and caused several medical complications for the inhabitants.]

9 Sloterdijk, 2003, p. 891

Beide ontwikkelingen blijken elk slechts twee 
uur per week besparing op te leveren. De 
overige zeven uur besparen we door 
huishoudelijke taken uit te besteden, of ze 
simpelweg niet meer te doen.  

Dit lijkt vreemd, want standaard huishoudelijke 
taken kostten begin vorige eeuw veel meer tijd. 
Een wasje draaien betekende: water voor in de 
wasteil koken op de kolenkachel, elk 
kledingstuk met de hand schoonpoetsen en 
daarna uitwringen, met de hand of met een 
wringer. 

Om stof en modder van de vloer te bezemen 
moest de huisvrouw eerst alle meubels naar 
buiten sjouwen. Matten moesten worden 
geklopt en gebezemd vuil werd verzameld met 
stoffer en blik. Wie vandaag de dag langer dan 
tien minuten doet over de kamer stofzuigen, is 
heel netjes of een treuzelaar. Het contrast kan 
bijna niet groter.  

Niks douche, wassen ging vroeger in een teil. 
 IISG, Ben van Meerendonk-collecties 

 

Waarom dan toch zo weinig tijdwinst? De verklaring is eigenlijk heel simpel: door betere apparaten 
doen we huishoudelijke dingen nu vaker, zoals stofzuigen, kleding wassen en baden of onder de 
douche gaan. Inmiddels staat de wasmachine in een gemiddeld gezin zowat elke dag aan en staan we 
minstens eens per dag onder de douche. Vroeger was dat nog absoluut niet het geval: kleding werd 
soms wel een week gedragen, baden deed je alleen in het weekend. 

Stofvlokje  
Apparaten maken het huishouden dus wel degelijk makkelijker, maar dat had een prijs: klussen die 
we eerst eens per week deden, zijn zo makkelijk geworden dat we ze nu dagelijks doen. Je zou zelfs 
kunnen zeggen dat huishoudelijke apparatuur ons zoveel tijd bespaart dat we niet weten wat we 
ermee moeten. Daarom doen we maar wat we gewend zijn, namelijk nog meer huishouden. Of dat 
komt door gewenning, verveling of een nieuwe norm voor schoon, blijft dan in het midden.  

Leverde honderd jaar huishoudrevolutie dan niks anders op dan een neurotisch volk met smetvrees? 
Nee; er is één duidelijk voordeel: rugpijn is verleden tijd.  

Lichamelijke inspanningen zijn dankzij al die technologie een stuk minder geworden. Dat scheelt! Dan 
kunnen we gelukkig tot onze oude dag onder de bank blijven kruipen om dat laatste stofvlokje in de 
stofzuigerzak te krijgen. 

  

[FIGuRE 31] In the begining of the twenieth cenetury the street was 

still used for activities we now only perform inside.

[FIGuRE 32] Staring out the window is much visualised acitivity in 

paintings, drawings, and photographs.
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The inhabitants of the Peperklip can connect with the street by moving to their loggia. [Plan PK] From 

here, they can smell, hear, and see the city. There is, however, a difference between the connection in this 

case comparted to Van Beuningenstraat, for example. Not the living room, but a separate space connects 

with the outside world. The dweller can move to a separate space if he is willing to interact with the 

city. The living space itself does not come into contact with the street and the dweller can choose to stay 

secluded in the living room. The connection with the street becomes much more voluntary. 

The same goes for Schuttersveld. The large window in the living space is hidden inside a loggia. 

Opening this window creates a large hole in the facade, which only provides a connection between the 

living space and the balcony, not the street. [Window DT] It is the loggia that connects the dwelling with 

the street. Therefore, the loggia is a buffer between the street and the living space. This buffer can be 

used by the dweller to interact with the street without having to expose their living space. This is in 

contrast with the Van Asch van Wijckskade in which opening the window made the living room and the 

street flow into one space.

VERTICAL TO HORIZONTAL

In contemporary housing design, only the visual connection between the living room and the street 

has remained. Staring out your window is one of the easiest ways to have a connection with the city and 

has probably been one of the most popular uses of the window since the first houses.

“Het eenige, wat hem nog kon vermaken, was, naar buiten te zien. Wel waren de 

vensterruiten met dikke ijsbloemen bedekt, doch, na eenigen tijd krachtig te hebben geademd, 

kwam er allengs een rondje, en, schoon het heel wat inspanning vorderde om het open te 

houden, dewijl de vorst het telkens weder bebloemde, zoo vond de jongen daarin toch eenige 

afleiding, terwijl hij zoo nu en dan een voorbijganger waarnam, of wel voormalige bezoekers 

van dit koude vertrek het huis tegenover zag binnenstappen.”10

Looking out of a window is somehow soothing. The feeling of sitting inside, sheltered, and looking 

out towards the outside world gives a satisfying feeling. [Fig. 32] The activity is said to be especially 

popular in The Netherlands. Therefore, “Dutch dwellings have united precisely those two things: 

‘shelter’ and ‘observation’ of the world”.11 The transformation of the windows in the six cases in 

this research project show that the dwelling has increased to give us the opportunity to observe the 

outside world from the inside of the dwelling. The windows of the first three cases all had a vertical 

orientation and were divided into two parts: The top part showing the sky and the bottom part 

showing the street. [p. 214] The last three cases show a preference for horizontally orientated windows. 

These consisted only of one part that only gave a view of the street or the sky. The difference between 

10 Cremer, 1856, p. 56 [Translation: “The only thing that could still amuse him was looking outside. Although the 

windowpanes were covered with frost flowers, after some time of vigorous breathing a small round viewport emerged. 

It cost him a great deal of effort to keep the viewport open as the frost tried to cover it, but the effort also distracted him. 

Through the viewport he could occasionally see a passer by or see a former visitor of this cold chamber enter the house on 

the opposite side of the street.

11 Theunissen, 2004, p. 49
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both windows was publicly discussed between the architects Perret and Le Corbusier in the first 

half of twentieth century.12 Perret argued that  “the vertical window, la porte fenêtre, ’reproduces an 

impression of a complete space’ because it permits a view of the street, the garden, and the sky, while 

the horizontal window, la fenêtre a longueur, diminishes ‘ones perception and correct appreciation 

of the landscape’.”13 Le Corbusier rebutted that the horizontal window “brings the immensity of the 

outer world into the room, the unadulterated totality of a lake scene with its tempestuous moods or its 

gleaming calm. The landscape is so close it’s as if you were in your garden”.14 

The vertical window gives a fragmented view of the outside because it only shows a narrow slit 

of the outside from each certain point in the room. The whole outside can be seen, but only by moving 

around in the space. The horizontal window, on the other hand, shows the whole width of the exterior 

from each position in the room. [p. 224] The view does not change that much if you move around. The 

view is horizontally only limited by the viewport of our eyes. However, the horizontal window only 

shows one band of the view. The inhabitant is not able to see the garden, the city, and the window in 

one go. The vertical window does show this ‘complete’ view of the outside. It cannot be denied that the 

wide panoramic view of the horizontal windows is the better choice for the observation of the exterior 

from the inside of your dwelling.

Huis Sonneveld, and the two cases after it, show a preference for the horizontal window. 

Apparently, a better view of the outside world from every part of the dwelling was worth the only 

seeing one band of the exterior at a time. Thanks to these windows, the inhabitants of Huis Sonneveld 

had a view of the cars passing by and the people on the sidewalk from anywhere in the living room. 

The built-in blinds complemented this use and show how important viewing the street was. The blinds 

kept out the light, but did not obstructing the view of the street. The living room was also raised to give 

the inhabitants an even better view of the street. The same placement of the living room is also seen in 

Schuttersveld in 2003. 

This transformation towards horizontal windows shows that the visual connection with street 

has become stronger. But does the outlook really make a connection with the city? In most cases it 

did, but it reduced the inhabitant to merely an observer. Despite the portrait window by Zocher in 

1835 giving a fragmented view of the street, it did give a close-up view of it. [p. 214] In addition, you 

could hang out of the window to look up and down the street if it was necessary to take a better look 

at that man or women that walked by. This is not possible in the Peperklip anymore because only the 

top of the window can be opened. For the dwellings on the higher levels, it is impossible to see the 

sidewalk in front of the building from the couch. Even pressing your nose against the glass would 

not help. Although the shape of the window does give a wide view of the outside, you are limited to 

the frame the window provides. In this case the frame only gives a view of the distance and not the 

street. In addition, most of the windows in the Peperklip were covered with blinds. These shutters 

could be rotated in a position that still let light in, but obstructed the outward view and nullified the 

12 Colomina, 1992, p. 112

13 Colomina, 1992, p. 112 [Quoting Perret]

14 Di Robilant, 2014, p. 51 [Quoting Le Corbusier in 1930]
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observational quality of the dwelling [p. 226]

In Schuttersveld the size, shape, and placement of the window also gives the possibility to overlook 

the street, but the loggia in front of the window obstructs the view. Therefore, all you see is a view of 

the sky and the facades of other buildings, not the street. [p. 228] The other window in the living room 

does not provide this view either. Although the shape of windows of the last two cases might have the 

potential to provide a large amount of outlook, they do not give a view of the street. 

MOVING TO THE WINDOW

The transformation of the core also shows the longing for outlook. [Fig. 33] The core gradually moved 

towards the window, giving it a better view of the outside. In the Van Asch van Wijckskade and the 

Plancius Block, the core is positioned on the inside of the dwelling, at the fire place. The location of 

the core was bound to the location of the hearth for warmth. The hearth had to be placed as central 

as possible in the dwelling, although it had to be placed against a wall, to be able to disperse the heat 

through the entire house. [p. 152] Secondly, the central position in the dwelling kept the fireplace away 

from the cold windows.

The core was also turned inward because people looked towards the fireplace and not the window.  

Sitting at a fireplace people tend to face the flames because the playful flames are entertaining and the 

[FIGuRE 33] Photograph by P. Stuifbergen showing an interior scene in 1957. The core did not face the heater anymore and placed adjecent to the 

window.
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warmth feels better on your face than your back. It might even be instinct not to turn your back on a 

fire, because it feels as a dangerous element. The inward orientation also gives a sense of security by 

turning your back on the outside world.15 

With the introduction of the wrought iron heater and its superior heating, the core in the Van 

Beuningenstraat in 1909 could move towards the window. The casting around the flames also made 

the heater much less fun to look at than with an open fireplace. This results in people still sitting close 

to the heater but facing way from it. [Fig. 38] However, the arrangement of furniture as an inward facing 

circle remained in most housing. [Fig. 33] Even in Huis Sonneveld, which does not have the core situated 

around a heating device, the furniture is placed facing inward. In this case the core is placed between 

two large horizontal windows, one of which allowed to see the road and sidewalk, and the other the 

balcony and treetops. [p. 57] Therefore, the core has a large amount of outlook and all of the seats 

placed at the core had a good view of the outside world through one of the large windows. 

In the Peperklip and Schuttersveld couches and sofas are placed directly against the window. [p. 

69] Therefore, the core is placed closer to the street than in the previous cases and makes it easier to 

look outside when sitting there. However, to which extend we look out of these windows more often 

than 200 years ago can be disputed because the seating arrangement is now focused towards a new 

form of entertainment: the television. The view of the people sitting at the core is not directed towards 

the window, but towards the television. [Fig 34] 

LOOKING INSIDE

Placing our furniture near the window gives us more outlook, but also makes the living space more 

visible. Passers-by can see us sitting on the couch and what we are watching on TV. Worst of all, they 

can judge us for watching ‘Little House on the Prairie’ in our sweatpants. Did our living space become 

less private despite our weakened connection with the street? 

In the nineteenth century, most of the dwellings for the wealthy had two living rooms: one for living 

and one for showcasing themselves. The latter room was called the ‘mooie kamer’, which translates to 

‘beautiful room’ and can be called the salon. The space was reserved for special occasions or receiving 

guests. The house on the Asch van Wijckskade has this room placed on the street side of the dwelling 

and the actual living room is placed at the back. [p. 27] The salon was used to showcase the dweller’s 

beautiful furniture and trumpery for the people entering the house and people looking inside. But 

the space was also a buffer between the ‘real’ living space at the back and the public space outside. It 

effectively hid the the living space, making it a private area. 

However, this way of creating privacy was reserved for the higher segment of society. For the lower 

segment of society, nineteenth century privacy was not seen as that much of an issue yet.16 If someone 

looked through the window of one of the houses in the Plancius Block, he or she would be able to 

see the whole scene of the dwelling. The kitchen, the bed, and the dining table were all clearly visible 

through the large window. [p. 218] However, this block was ahead of its time in terms of privacy. To 

hinder the view of the interior, the architect P.J. Hamer had already installed the blinds on the inside of 

15 Leupen, 2005, p. 170

16 Prak, 1991, p. 26
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[FIGuRE 34] A view through a window in 1972 of a family gathered in 

front of the television.

[FIGuRE 36] A kitchen in 1993 placed at the street-side of the dwelling. 

A large window gives a view of the kitchen area from the street.

[FIGuRE 35] The street facade of the Peperklip in 2015. Most of the windows are permanently blinded. 
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the windows of the dwellings on ground level when the house was built.17 This shows that privacy was 

also becoming more of an issue for the working class. 

As the importance of privacy in these dwellings continued to grow, it did not lead a division in 

living rooms, similar to the Van Asch van Wijckskade. During the design of the van Beuningenstraat, 

the architect and the project managers found the salon was one of the first things to be removed from 

the standard plan.18 Therefore, the living area was placed close to the street and could be seen from the 

outside. [p. 222] However, the design of the windows also reduced the view of the interior by having 

two smaller windows instead of one big window. One large window gives a better view of interior 

because the view is not fragmented. By using two small windows, a passer-by only gets a view through 

one of them at the same time, showing only a small portion of the interior scene. In addition, the 

inhabitants of the dwellings often blocked the view with blinds, often lace, hanging in front of the lower 

part of the window. [View BS] These types of blinds did allow for light to enter the room because they left 

the top part of the window uncovered. This allowed the brightest light, from the sky, to enter. [p. 204]

The large window of Huis Sonneveld together with its lack of a salon implies a less private living 

space. However, the distance between the street and the living space is huge. The living space was 

placed on the first floor and a garden was made around the house. Moreover, the visual connection 

between the living area and the street only goes one way.  The window gives a good view of the street 

from the inside, but hides most of the interior from strangers. [p. 225] Especially when the blinds were 

down and a shadow fell over the window, a view of the inside was near impossible. 

In a less subtle way, blinds also guard the privacy of the inhabitants of the Peperklip. The form of 

the window does give a good view of the interior, but is completely lost by covering the window from 

top to bottom. [Fig. 35] Privacy of the living area has thus become more and more important. At the turn 

of the century, the lace in front of the window still showed the silhouettes of the life inside. However, 

these type of blinds were now replaced by Luxaflex and vertical blinds (‘lamellen’) that completely 

hid the interior. The window in Schuttersveld further continues this trend towards privacy by placing 

the window of the living space deep into the facade in a loggia. [p. 79] This reduces the view of the 

interior from the street to almost nothing, making the living room a very private place, despite the large 

window. Curtains and blinds are not even necessary to achieve this. 

The loggia is a good example of the type of spaces desired in our contemporary houses. We want 

to be able to look over the city while staying sheltered ourselves. The loggia provides this by giving 

privacy for the living space while giving a view over the city.19 The connection with the city happens in 

a separate space while the living space is hidden from the street. In the case that our living space is not 

hidden, we will blind it ourselves.

17 Prak, 1991, p. 72

18 Stieber, 1998, p. 118

19 Theunissen, 2005, 49
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KITCHEN PRIVACY

Looking at the gallery side of the maisonettes in the Peperklip, we see the opposite of the hidden 

living space. The interior of the kitchen can easily be seen from the gallery through a large window. This 

window is often not even blinded by the inhabitant. One reason for this could be that the kitchen faces 

the gallery, a semi-private space. The inhabitants might care less about their own neighbours looking 

inside than the complete strangers on the street side. However, most likely it also has to do with the fact 

that this window gives view of the kitchen and not the living space. If we look at contemporary row 

houses, a kitchen placed on the street side often has a window free of blinds while a living room placed 

on the street side has a window covered with lace, curtains, or translucent stickers. Apparently, people 

find it less of a problem if their kitchen is exposed than their living room. Probably for this reason the 

standard model for row contemporary housing since the ‘80s has the kitchen on the street side of the 

dwelling with the living space behind it.20

This is a large transformation from the kitchen as a hidden space in both the Van Asch van 

Wijckskade and the Van Beuningenstraat. In both cases the kitchen was placed at the back of the 

dwelling, invisible from the street. The reason for this transformation could have to do with two things. 

Firstly, the use of the space. The chapter on generic spaces showed that the kitchen transformed from 

a living space into a machine for cooking in the first half of the twentieth century. This type of space 

thus did not really show any signs of living anymore. Therefore, it was less of a problem if people saw 

the kitchen, because they did not see a part of your private life. Before this transformation, in the Van 

Asch van Wijckskade, the space did show a part of your private life and was thus hidden from the 

street, similar to the living room. However, despite that kitchen in the Van Beuningenstraat was no 

living space, it was still placed at the back of the dwelling. An explanation for this might be: ‘Old habits 

never die’. Placing the kitchen at the back of the dwelling was a common thing to do in the time, and 

the architects were not yet used to the kitchen as a machine yet. It was the generation after the Second 

World War that used this machine space as buffer between between the public street and the private 

living room.

The second reason can be found in the representational function that the kitchen got after the 

Second World War. The kitchen itself became a fashionable item that could be used to express yourself.21 

Up until the ’50s, the kitchen was used as a professional tool for women in the household. This changed 

when it also became a tool to show yourself and the changes of society around the ‘60s.22 The kitchen 

could be used to show an ideology towards the outside world and visitors of your house. The kitchens 

also became aesthetically pleasing with decorations and colours.23 To be able to show this piece of 

representation to the outside world, it had to be placed near the street with a window providing a view 

of it. This all sounds a lot like the salon of the nineteenth century: a representative space that allows the 

dwelling to still maintain its connection with the street, but hide the living area in the back. 

20 Van Geest, 2001, p. 87

21 De Rijk, 2001, p. 56

22 De Rijk, 2001, p. 56

23 De Rijk, 2001, p. 56
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FROM MANTELPIECE TO WINDOWSILL

The kitchen is not the only object transformed for representation. The windowsill has also 

transformed into a display of the inhabitant. If you walk through a random neighbourhood in the 

Netherlands and pay attention to the windows, you will notice that nearly every windowsill has a 

plant, small figurines, or other trumpery placed on it. Sometimes these objects still remain visible when 

the blinds are closed. When this happens, the objects even become invisible for the dweller himself but 

remain visible for the outside world. One can only conclude that these objects are probably placed there 

for the for the people passing by. [Fig. 37] These possessions do not serve only utilitarian purposes but are 

a means of communication with oneself, between members of the same household and with the public, 

including both friends and strangers.24 They are a form of representation. 

In the house on the Van Asch van Wijckskade, the windowsill was probably not used for this. 

[p. 25] The windowsill is lower than that of contemporary houses. Therefore, the objects placed on 

the ledge would not be in the direct line of sight of passers-by. In addition, on this height, the objects 

would also be in reach of small children and animals, who are known not to handle these objects with 

much care. The windowsill was also too narrow to safely place objects on it. The height and width of 

the windowsill were, however, suitable to sit or lean on and probably served this purpose. Moreover, 

when renting a house, representation shown through the window was sometimes even forbidden. In a 

housing project in The Hague, the rules of 1855 stated:

 “20. Het is verboden bloempotten op de vensterkozijnen te plaatsen, tenzij volgens 

aanwijzing van het Bestuur.

21. Het is verboden uit de ramen, die uitziet hebben op de openbare straat, wasgoed of andere 

voorwerpen (behalve vogelkooien) e.d. te hangen.”25

The design of the window in the Van Beuningenstraat is tuned more to the placement of objects on 

it. The increased height of the windowsill makes it nearly impossible to sit on and ensured that it was 

more in the line of sight of people walking past the window. The width of the windowsill increased 

because it covered two windows and continued over the wall between the them. This additional surface 

between the windows had no technical function, but did provide a surface for a small figurine or two. [p. 

47] The windowsill in Huis Sonneveld was wider than those of the previous cases and provides more 

room to display objects. [p. 45] As a result, large plants in vases and other objects are placed on the sills 

behind each window. The construction of the windowsill limits the use of it as a seat. The thin piece of 

wood hovers above the radiator and is only attached to the wall on a narrow area. It would probably 

break if someone sat on it. This windowsill has thus transformed into a surface that is mainly used as a 

representational space. 

24 Lawrence, 1987, p.116

25 Prak, 1991, p. 26 [Translation: “20. It is forbidden to place flower pots on the windowsills unless instructed by the 

administration. 21. It is forbidden to hang laundry or other objects (except bird cages) from the windows that have a view 

of the public street.”]
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This transformation coincides with the disappearance of another surface used to place these types 

of objects: the mantelpiece. In the Asch van Wijckskade in 1835, the mantelpiece was an essential part 

of the functioning of the open fireplace because it contained the fire and smoke within it. On top of this 

object the inhabitant often placed several objects to decorate the core. [Fig. 38] It was often filled with 

small vases and paintings, among other objects. In the nineteenth century, the core of the dwelling 

was formed around the fireplace and when you sat at the core you faced the fire place. In addition, 

when guests were received, they were guided to the fireplace and offered a seat. Therefore, the things 

you wanted to see yourself or wanted to be seen by others were placed around this object because 

everybody, including yourself, faced it. 

The mantelpiece continued to keep this representational function for a long time. Although the 

function of containing fire and smoke was lost with the introduction of wrought iron heaters the 

mantelpiece still remained in the room in the Van Beuningenstraat in 1909. [p. 49]The surface was 

probably still used for placing representational objects. [Fig. 39]. The use remained because people still 

sat in the vicinity of the fireplace most of the time. The representational function of the centre of the 

core can also be seen in the ornamentation of the heaters. These heaters were often decorated vastly 

decorated to have a beautiful centre of the seating are. 

[FIGuRE 37] The windowsill in this 1970 dwelling was decorated with  plants and trumpery.
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[FIGuRE 38] Painting showing the mantelpiece in 1828. It is decorated with a large painting and smal trumpery.

[FIGuRE 39] Even though the mantelpiece was not needed for the heater, the mantelpiece remaind and was filled with objects.
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[FIGuRE 40] The inhabitants of this dwelling in 1986 wanted a mantelpiece so bad, they made a replacement themselfves. The surface on top of the 

television is not used for this because it is not placed at the centre of the core.

[FIGuRE 41] The top of thick televisions was also used as a pedestal for small objects.
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“Twee kleine portretjes van zijn ouders garneerden den prachtigen marmeren 

schoorsteenmantel van de zaal. Wel is waar werden zij geheel in de schaduw gesteld door 

twee groote portretten van zijn schoonouders, want de familie van Iris mocht gezien 

worden.”26

The fireplace of Huis Sonneveld also not need a mantelpiece because it was small enough to be 

placed within the wall. [p. 59] However, different than the van Beuningenstraat, the fireplace did lose 

the representational objects around it. This was probably the result of the fireplace not being part of the 

core of the dwelling anymore. [Core SO] Therefore, the fireplace was not placed in the vicinity of the area 

where the dweller and most of the guests would sit. Any objects placed near it would most often not be 

seen by the inhabitants and their guests. 

However, the mantelpiece did not disappear that easily in dwellings. In housing in the second half 

of the twentieth century, some interiors had a makeshift mantelpiece made by the dwellers themselves. 

[Fig. 40] In these houses the core still arranged itself around a heater but the design did not provide 

the mantelpiece. Even when the television replaced the heater as the centre of the core, we see the 

representation remaining on top of the television for the same reason that these objects were placed on 

the mantelpiece.27 Before technology made the ultra thin televisions possible, the larger thick televisions 

provided a surface to place small figurines. [Fig. 41] However, in contemporary house this placement of 

the representational objects at the centre of the core has all but disappeared. [Core DT] Maybe the sleek 

televisions themselves have now become a form of showing off, flaunting with their “Outstanding 

colour, resolution and design”.28

While the fireplace lost the space for personal objects, the windowsill gained this exact function. The 

loss of the representational space at the heater resulted in the windowsill becoming the pedestal for the 

representational objects.29 Ironically, the representation thus stays above the heating device: the radiator 

under the windowsill. The two surfaces have resemblances in form. In most cases they are of the same 

width and length and placed at the same the height. In the van Beuningenstraat for example, the height 

of the windowsill was approximately the same as the mantelpiece. The similarity in form makes the 

shift from fireplace to windowsill plausible. In addition, as explained, the living space faces more 

outward in contemporary houses. Therefore, placing the representational objects on the windowsill 

would be a logical choice if you want your items to be seen. It also kept the important objects closer 

to the core because the core is now placed at the window. The transformation the resulted in the 

representation of the inhabitant becoming more visible for the outside by moving from the interior of 

the dwelling to the edge of the street.

26 Bordewijk, 1938, p. 138 [Translation: “Two little portraits of his parents decorated the beautiful marble mantelpiece of 

in the hall. However, they were overshadowed by two large portraits of his in-laws, because the family of Iris was to be 

commended.”]

27 Cieraad, 2005, p. 37

28 These are words used by Samsung to advertise their televisions. [Retrieved on 31-01-2016 from: http://www.samsung.com/

us/video/tvs]

29 Cieraad, 2005, p. 35-36
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TYPES OF ANALYSIS:

1. Glass in the facade

The gray areas are the glazed surfaces of the facade and the red dotted line shows the 

seperate floors and dwellings behind the facade.

2. Proportions

The analysis show the size of the window in relation to a person and the proportion of 

width and height.

3. Daylight in section

The section shows how much and how deep the light enters in the room. In some cases 

part of the window is covered because these parts of the window were most often 

covered by the inhabitants.

4. Light in Plan

The shape and size of the window determine how much light enters the space and how it 

is distributed in the plan. 

5. View

These isometric drawings show the view of the exterior for the inhabitant, placed one 

meter away from the window and one meter to the side, and the view of the interior from 

the street, placed in center of one of the windows and on the edge of the sidewalk. For 

both viewing directions the part of the view that is obstructed by blinds is also shown. 

This view was only possible if the blinds wer removed.

6. Ornamentation

The red parts of the window coloured red are the ornamentation. Ornamentation is 

defined as architectural elements that are added to the window to beautify or characterise 

the exterior.
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The facade three vertical rows of windows. The ground and first floor both have portrait orientated windows 

whilst the attic has small landscape oriented windows. The living room on the ground floor only has one 

window facing the street. 

VAN ASCH VAN WIJCKSKADE [1835]  |  GLASS IN THE FACADE 
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The two rooms in each house of the Plancius Block both have a single large portrait oriented window. The 

window in the bedroom is smaller than the that of the living room.In addition to these two windows, every 

house has a small slit of glass that provides the toilet with light. Taking the rest of the block into account, the 

architect designed a different window for each type of room. The stairwell connecting all the houses has a large 

window on each terrace making the stairwell a well lit and ventilated space. 

PLANCIUS BLOCK [1854]  |  GLASS IN THE FACADE 
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Each dwelling in this block has two windows on the street façade providing light, outlook, and ventilation 

for the living room. On the higher floors the dwellings also have a window on the street for the bedroom. 

The staircase is placed on the back so all the windows on the front ar for dwellings. The size of the windows 

has declined in comparison to two earlier cases. However, the total percentage of glass in the facade of the 

dwelling has increased.

VAN BEUNINGENSTRAAT [1909]  |  GLASS IN THE FACADE 
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The size of the windows and the amount of glass in the facade both increased in this case. This is partly due to 

the ability to manufacture larger sheets of glass in addition to the ability to cut out larger holes in the concrete 

walls. The orientation of the window has rotated. All the windows have a landscape orientation.  Some 

windows were too wide to be made out of one sheet of glass and were split up into several sheets. However, 

the thin window frames try to mitigate this division, making the window feel as wide as possible.

HUIS SONNEVELD [1933]   |  GLASS IN THE FACADE 
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The landscape orientation for the windows is also used in the design of the Peperklip. Similarly to the the Van 

Beuningenstraat, all the windows have the same shape and size, regardless of the type of room behind it. This 

consistency is taken further by making the opening for the loggia the same size as the opening for the window.

DE PEPERKLIP [1983]  |  GLASS IN THE FACADE 
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SCHUTTERSVELD [2004]  |  GLASS IN THE FACADE 

The villas of the Doelenterrein are characterized by their large logia on the first floor. This opening makes the 

window for the living room and a bedroom. These windows cover the entire height of the interior façade. 

The windows on the ground floor have the same height. Despite the height of the windows, the glass sheets 

are still quite wide and have a nearly square shape. This form is made possible due to the ability to create 

even larger sheets of glass. The shape of the glass has, however, become less wide in comparison to Huis 

Sonneveld.



The Window196

The windows of Zocher have a portrait orientation with the height being double the width. the proportion of 

the window enables light to enter deep into the room. This did mean that the height of the room also has to 

be around three meters. In comparison to a person, the window is quite large. This might be due to the salon 

behind it only having this one window facing the street side. 

VAN ASCH VAN WIJCKSKADE [1835]  |  PROPORTIONS

1

2

9

13
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With this window consisting out of two sashes within a larger frame, it is wider than the window of Zocher and 

nearly square. The window is still quite large and also requires a high room behind it. Similar to the Van Asch 

van Wijckskade, all sheets of glass have vertical orientation.

PLANCIUS BLOCK [1854]  |  PROPORTIONS

6

7
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The size of the window in the Van Beuningenstraat is a lot smaller than the previous windows, but has two of 

them in the living room. The window does have the same proportions as the windows designed by Zocher. The 

size of sheets of glass has increased and remain in a vertical orientation.

VAN BEUNINGENSTRAAT [1909]  |  PROPORTIONS

11

20
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HUIS SONNEVELD [1933]  |  PROPORTIONS

The windows on the first floor of Huis Sonneveld are much wider than high. The total width of the window 

is the similar to the width of the entire room. In addition to the window frame, each glass sheet also has a 

landscape orientation. Because the window could not be made out of one sheet of glass, thin window frames 

try to make the window still feel as one long piece of glass. The widening of the window goes hand in hand 

with a reduction in the height of it. The height of room can therefore be lower as well.

5

3
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DE PEPERKLIP [1983]  |  PROPORTIONS

Although Weeber used near square openings in the façade of the Peperklip, the bottom sheet of glass 

accentuates a horizontal orientation. In size, the window is comparable to the first two cases and much larger 

than the windows in the Van Beuningenstraat. 

5

4
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SCHUTTERSVELD [2004]  |  PROPORTIONS

The window of the Doelenterrein is the largest of the six windows, but not the highest (Van Asch van 

Wijckskade) nor the widest window (Huis Sonneveld) of all the six cases. It does have the largest sheets of 

glass. The window also doubles as a sliding door to the balcony. The two sashes together have approximately 

the same proportions (9:5) as the Van Asch van Wijckskade (1:2) and the Van Beuningenstraat (1:2), but with 

horizontal orientation in stead.

9

5
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VAN ASCH VAN WIJCKSKADE [1835]  |  LIGHT IN SECTION

The height of the window designed by Zocher makes it possible to let the light enter more than halfway 

into the room. However, the curtains probably used in this time often completely covered the top part of the 

window. If this bright light was needed, the covering could be removed. Even with this covering, the window 

lets the light in deeper into the space than any of the other windows. The low sill also ensured there was no 

dark corner underneath the window.
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The living room here is deeper than the Salon of Zocher but the window is lower. However, still lets in a lot of 

light, certainly compared to an avarage working-class house. The top of the window is mostly accountable for 

this because the lower part was often covered with lace to reduce the view of the interior. The light entering 

through the top part of the window also has more of an effect because its brighter than that entering through 

the lower part due to it facing the sky.

PLANCIUS BLOCK [1854]  |  LIGHT IN SECTION



The Window204

Similar to the Plancius Block, this window lets sufficient light in thanks the top part of the window not being 

covered with lace and facing the sky. The higher sill does create a dark corner underneath the window.

VAN BEUNINGENSTRAAT [1900]  |  LIGHT IN SECTION
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This form window is not made for letting light penetrate deep into the room. The  height of the window only 

lets the area right in front of it have direct sunlight. The small height also blocks  most of the light from the sky, 

reducing the brightness of the entering ligth. The window is equipped with a sunscreen that can block all direct 

sunlight if necessary. The removal of direct sunlight results in less difference in bright and dark spots in the 

space. The type of blinds used do however let the dwellers maintain a view of the street.

HUIS SONNEVELD [1933]  |  LIGHT IN SECTION
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In the Peperklip most of the inhabitants had some sort of blinds covering the entire window. These blinds often 

onl reduced the view and still let some light enter. Although the window is quite large, it does not let the light 

penetrate deep into the room.  It also has a dark corner under the window which is filled by a radiator. The sofa 

was most often placed against the window covering up this dark corner.

DE PEPERKLIP [1983]  |  LIGHT IN SECTION
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The light entering through this window will often even light up the back of the room thanks to the glass 

stretching from floor to ceiling and and a plan with a small depth. The height of the room is now the limiting 

factor for the amount of light entering. The large window does not create a dark corner at its bottom. However, 

the heating device remains at the bottom of the window.

SCHUTTERSVELD [2004]  |  LIGHT IN SECTION



The Window208

The salon receives light from one large window on the street side and two smaller windows on the side 

towards the garden. The placement and size of the windows make for very bright spots in the room but also 

leave some parts in the dark. The high window at the street creates a very bright spot right in front of it but lets 

the corner to the left of it unlit.

VAN ASCH VAN WIJCKSKADE [1835]  |  LIGHT IN PLAN
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PLANCIUS BLOCK [1854]  |  LIGHT IN PLAN

With one large window on the street side, the living room in the Plancius Block has an abundance of light near 

the window. However, the back of the room, the cupboardbed, and the the inside of the fireplace do not receive 

as much light.



The Window210

The two windows provide a universal spread of light over the width of the room. Therefore, the difference in 

brightness is now only determined by the distance from the street. However, the difference in lighting between 

the area in front of the window and the back of the room is still large. The small size of the windows is one of 

the reasons for this.

VAN BEUNINGENSTRAAT [1909]  |  LIGHT IN PLAN
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The wide windows in this case create an even distribution of daylight in the room. Due to an abundance of 

windows all around the living room, you cannot be far away from a window. Therefore, all the areas of the 

space are well lit. The difference in light intensity between the areas close to or far away from a window thus 

reduced.

HUIS SONNEVELD [1933]  |  LIGHT IN PLAN
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The light entering the living room comes form both the window and the loggia. The light of the loggia is the 

same as that of the window because the opening for the loggia is the same size as that of the window and the 

separation between loggia and living room is made of glass. Thanks to the two openings, the distribution of 

light is quite similar to that of the Van Beuningenstraat. The wide windows do give a more even spread of light 

compared to the van Beuningenstraat.

DE PEPERKLIP [1983]  |  LIGHT IN PLAN
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SCHUTTERSVELD [2004]  |  LIGHT IN PLAN

The light distribution in Schuttersveld looks like that of Huis Sonneveld. In the upper left corner of the living 

room a narrow high window creates a bright spot. The other windows all create a wide spread of light 

throughout the entire room. The largest window is shielded from the bright light directly from sky because it is 

placed inside a loggia. The staircase is the only shadowy place in the plan with no direct sunlight touching it.
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From inside the house this window predominantly gives a view of the street. The low sill makes it possible 

to see the ground plane of the sidewalk together with the buildings and the city. However, the window only 

shows a narrow view of the outside world. Thanks to the shear size of the window, the windows can still give a 

wide view of the outside when sitting close to it.

Pedestrians walking past the window have good view of the interior when standing in right front of the 

window. The view is framed by the curtains . Thanks to the proportions of the window, both the floor and the 

ceiling are visible fo the passer-by. The narrow shape does reduce the view towards the corners of the room. 

VAN ASCH VAN WIJCKSKADE [1835]  |  VIEW OUTSIDE



215

| VIEW INSIDE



The Window216

The width and height of the window give the the inhabitant a good view of the surroundings. However, the 

bottom part was probably covered up by lace or other translucent material and covered most of the view of 

the street. Therefore, only the sky and the trees tops were clearly visible through window. The bottom part only 

showed silhouettes of the people walking on the sidewalk. To open the window, these blinds would have had to 

be swept aside to slide the window up. 

PLANCIUS BLOCK [1854]  |  VIEW OUTSIDE
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|  VIEW OUTSIDE OBSTRUCTED



The Window218

PLANCIUS BLOCK [1854]  |  VIEW INSIDE

The height difference between the floor of the dwelling also makes sure people from the outside can only see 

the interior through the blinds.  This obstructed view only shows the silohettes of the interior. Moveover, during 

the day, when it was lighter outside than inside, nothing could be seen through the blinds. If the blinds are 

removed, it was possible to see the entire room from the street. 
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|  VIEW INSIDE OBSTRUCTED
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Similar to the Plancius Block, the bottom part of this window was probably covered by blinds. Only the sky 

is completely visible when looking outside. The things happening on the sidewalk were mostly partly hidden. 

Disregarding the blinds, the two windows give a wider view of the outside than the single windows seen in the 

previous cases. From nearly every point in the room, the inhabitant can look directly outside through at least 

one window. 

VAN BEUNINGENSTRAAT [1909]  |   VIEW OUTSIDE
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|  VIEW OUTSIDE OBSTRUCTED



The Window222

The view from the outside towards the inside was very limited due to the blinds. With the blinds open, the 

interior of the dwellings on the ground floor would have been exposed because of the sidewalk runs right next 

to the facade. The double windows that provide a large amount of outlook for the inhabitant also give a good 

view of the interior. However, people on the sidewalk could only look inside through one window at a time. 

While doing this the view through the other window only showed reflections and a view of the interior wall.

VAN BEUNINGENSTRAAT [1909]  |  VIEW INSIDE
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|  VIEW INSIDE OBSTRUCTED



The Window224

The ‘fenetre a longueur’ gives the inhabitant a panoramic view of the surroundings, which , in the time Huis 

Sonneveld was built, was a green area in the outskirts of Rotterdam. Wherever you stood in the space, the 

frame of the window was always bigger than your own viewport. The placement of the living room on the first 

floor increases the observational capabilities of the window. The view would only be partly obstructed if the 

sunscreens were lowered. 

HUIS SONNEVELD [1933]  |  VIEW OUTSIDE
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The large wide window would have also given it a good view of the interior if the window was not be placed so 

far away from the viewer. With the living space raised up to the first level and a garden distancing the viewer 

from the window, the interior was hidden for the outside. If the sunscreen was lowered and shaded the interior, 

even people standing close to the window would be impossible to see from the outside.

|  VIEW INSIDE



The Window226

These windows are quite wide and provided a more panoramic view than the cases in the nineteenth century. 

The height of the sill made it hard to look what happend on the sidewalk right in front of the dwelling. In most 

cases the window was covered by blinds, Luxaflex for example, that obstructed the entire view of the exterior. 

Even the windows on the upper floors were blinded and blocked the view of the outside.

DE PEPERKLIP [1854]  |  VIEW OUTSIDE OBSTRUCTED
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From the outside, the window showed next to nothing of the interior thanks to the height difference and 

the blinds. Only objects placed on the window sill and sillhoettes of the people standing right in front of the 

window could be seen. The window would also be quite dark because the glass plane is placed deep into the 

facade. 

|  VIEW INSIDE OBSTRUCTED



The Window228

The window that spans both the height and the width of the wall gives a good view of outside. However, 

part of this outside space is the balcony of your own house. This balcony covers the street and only lets you 

view the facades of other houses and the sky. The walls of the loggia also limit the width of the view. To have 

a panoramic view, the inhabitant has to go outside onto the balcony, making himself visible to the people 

outside in the process.

SCHUTTERSVELD [2004]  |  VIEW OUTSIDE
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The loggia limits the view inside the dwelling. Similar to Huis Sonneveld, the distance between the people 

outside and the people inside is created by lifting up the living area and placing a garden between the sidewalk 

and the house. Therefore, the window can be very large and not have any blinds covering it without exposing 

the inhabitant.

|  VIEW INSIDE
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ZOCHER [1835]  |  ORNAMENTATION

The window designed by Zocher is sober but has eye-catching cornice that crowns the window and continues 

over the rest of the facade. In addition, the entire top of the window can be seen as ornamentation. Although 

it could be used to let in light, it was often covered with curtains and is used in the design as a crowning of the 

window.
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PLANCIUS BLOCK [1854]  |  ORNAMENTATION

The window of the Plancius Block is kept clean of ornamentation except for the lintel above the window. 

This deviation of the brick pattern has a constructive use to be able to make the hole in the facade, but it also 

provides a crowning of the top of the window.



The Window232

VAN BEUNINGENSTRAAT [1909]  |  ORNAMENTATION

The ornamentation in the Van Beuningenstraat is made up out of different brickwork patterns and colours. Two 

yellow bands are placed between each window and the top of the window has a deviation in pattern to make a 

brickwork lintel. In addition, two yellow bricks shaped as a diamond are placed centrally above the window.



233

HUIS SONNEVELD [1933]  |  ORNAMENTATION

This window is completely devoid of ornamentation. All the elements are made as minimal as possible their 

best not to stand out. This gives the house as a whole a strong, minimalist expression.



The Window234

DE PEPERKLIP [1983]  |  ORNAMENTATION

The Peperklip is charactarised by its colourful tiling in the facade. These tiles have no other use than the 

expression it gives to the building. Although the colours are striking, the ornamentation does not change the 

plasticity of the facade. 

The tiling does not charactarise the individual dwelling, but only the building as a whole. Moreover, the 

individual dwelling is lost behind the checkerboard of colours.
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This window has resemblances with Huis Sonneveld in terms of ‘cleanness’ of the facade.However, the 

window frames do not have the same minimalist expression they had in Huis Sonneveld. They are definitely 

visible. The ornamentation in the facade can be seen in the small variations of material. The wooden finish on 

top of the brick wall is an example of this. This element also returns in the window frames and the cornice of 

the roof.

SCHUTTERSVELD [2004]  |  ORNAMENTATION
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9. Discussion
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In its attempt to describe the transformation of the culture of dwelling, this research project 

has thus come to three main conclusions. However, the separation of these transformations into 

different chapters does not mean that they stand on their own. The developments described in each 

chapter probably also influenced each other. Therefore, to conclude how the culture of dwelling has 

transformed, the presented conclusions have to be regarded together. Each chapter showing a certain 

development of the use of the house, which is but a small part of the total development of the culture of 

dwelling since 1800 in the Netherlands. 

The validity of this research may be questioned for two reasons. Firstly, only six cases have been 

used to draw the conclusions. Despite the effort, the chosen cases are not a representative sample of 

the houses built in the past 200 years. However, the six cases do show transformations that can be 

substantiated with literature and are also seen in photographs and art. The cases also show some 

changes described in the other researches Therefore, the chosen sample might give definite prove for 

the described transformations, but it does give an indication of how the culture of dwelling might have 

transformed. From the beginning, this was the goal of this research.

Secondly, many factors are of influence for the changes in the culture of dwelling and by analysing 

the kitchen, the core, and the window, this research can only describe a few of these many changes. 

Therefore, in no way the three chapters of this research attempt to show all the changes of the Dutch 

culture of dwelling and their causes. It rather focusses on a few transformations and tries to organise 

them into three larger trends. Even if a transformation is described and given a cause, other unknown 

factors might be in play as well. However, this does not mean that the transformations and their causes 

are not valid, it only means that both the transformations and their causes are not exhaustive. It is still 

plausible that the described transformation took place and was influenced by the given cause.
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